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THE MASSACHUSETTS STATE COLLEGES: 
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Directed by: Professor David Schuman 
The study was undertaken to analyze the historical 
relationship between the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
and its state colleges. In 1838, the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts established the first normal school in the 
nation, with a specific mission to train individuals to 
become teachers in the common schools of the state. 
Over the past 150 years, much has happened to shape the 
present design of the Massachusetts State Colleges as 
they are known today. These institutions have evolved 
from single purpose institutions into liberal arts 
oriented state colleges. 
• • 
vn 
During the development of the state colleges, the 
Commonwealth has consistently neglected to support the 
colleges. As a result, the state colleges have, in many 
ways, become the weakest segment of the Massachusetts 
system of public higher education. This study attempts 
to show that where a history of ambivalence and neglect 
meets a period of uncertainty, in a time of declining 
resources, the dependent organizations are in serious 
trouble. Given the lack of support shown towards the 
state colleges as a result of political issues, changes 
in demographics, and the predominant role of private 
higher education in the state, the state colleges' 
mission, funding, and future are clouded in uncertainty. 
Research on this subject specifically centered on 
state archives, reports, and texts on the Massachusetts 
State Colleges and the history of higher education in 
the Commonwealth. Personal interviews with prominent 
Massachusetts political and educational leaders were 
also used to gain present perceptions of the Massachu¬ 
setts higher education system and the role of the state 
colleges within that system. 
• • • 
vm 
Conclusions were drawn from the data collected and 
recommendations were made on possible ways to enhance 
the role of the state colleges within the Massachusetts 
system of public higher education. 
ix 
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INTRODUCTION 
In 1838, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
established the first Normal School in the nation with a 
specific mission to train individuals to become teachers 
in the common schools of the state. Over the past 150 
years, much has happened to shape the present design of 
the Massachusetts State Colleges as they are known 
today. These institutions have evolved from single 
purpose institutions into liberal arts oriented state 
colleges offering a wide variety of degree programs. 
In order to understand the present plight of the 
state colleges and where they may be headed, this 
dissertation will show that throughout most of their 
existence the colleges have faced a continuing pattern 
of neglect from state government. As a result, the state 
colleges have in many ways become the weakest segment of 
the Massachusetts public higher education system. 
There are many theories that have influenced and 
continue to influence the development of the state 
colleges, and their mission. One example is 
social/economic theory. Here we see the conflict between 
the Protestant elite versus the new, primarily Catholic, 
immigrant population that has entered the state during 
the past 150 years. As one will see, the need to control 
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the education and economic status of this new 
population, to serve the interests of the wealthy and 
business community, influenced the mission, role and 
development of the state colleges. 
Associated with this theory is the continuing 
conflict of public versus private higher education in 
the state. As will be seen, private higher education, 
given its wealthy clientele and supporters, has had a 
direct influence on the growth of public higher 
education. Since the normal schools were established 
much earlier than the public universities and community 
colleges, the influence of the private colleges was 
first directed at the normal schools. 
Since this dissertation is an examination of public 
state colleges, one will see that politics has played 
and continues to play an important role in the 
development of the schools. The socio/economic 
background of politicians who have controlled state 
government, their self-interests, educational 
backgrounds and the influence of lobbying on their 
decision-making, have all played a role in the 
development of the state colleges. 
Another factor that influenced the development of 
the colleges has been the positive and negative actions 
of many educational leaders in the state. Their actions 
and policies have greatly influenced the mission of the 
2 
colleges. Recently, the poor leadership of some state 
college presidents has dramatically hurt public 
perceptions of the state colleges. 
As I continued to research the development of the 
state colleges, it soon became apparent that a variety 
of individual dissertations could be written outlining 
the effect of each theory I have discussed. While being 
sensitive to the political and socio/economic ebb and 
flow of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, I have chosen 
to focus more directly on the development of the state 
colleges as a system. It will become obvious, as one 
reads this work, that influences on the development of 
the state colleges and their mission have been and 
continue to be many. An attempt has been made to mention 
specific theories as they relate to the development of 
the state colleges. 
Higher education in the Commonwealth is comprised 
of approximately 118 institutions both public and 
private. Within the state are some of the oldest and 
most prestigious colleges and universities in the 
country. The state also supports three public 
universities, nine state colleges and eleven community 
colleges. 
For many years, both public and private sectors of 
higher education lived in a state of peaceful 
coexistence serving uniquely different populations. Both 
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were able to attract students due to the large student 
population that was available and therefore competition 
was kept to a minimum. Funding, while an issue for the 
public sector, did not affect many of the private 
colleges and universities due to their ability to 
attract students, sustain a level of endowment, and 
receive fiscal support available from the federal 
government until the beginning of the 1970s. 
In the last twenty years, however, changing demo¬ 
graphics in Massachusetts and the nation have caused 
both segments to become aware of a drop in state and 
federal funding of education, a changing student 
population and the differing educational needs of the 
Commonwealth. Competition among both public and private 
institutions is increasing every year as the need to 
attract students and funds becomes more and more of a 
reality. Due to the number of institutions in the 
Commonwealth, and especially the prestigious reputation 
of many of these institutions, hard decisions may have 
to be made as to which will survive. 
This dissertation will carefully examine the 
relationship between the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
and its state colleges to show that where a history of 
ambivalence and neglect meets a period of uncertainty in 
a time of declining resources, the dependent 
organizations are in serious trouble. There has been a 
4 
lack of support shown towards these institutions during 
their history. As a result of political issues, changes 
in demographics, and the predominant role of private 
higher education in the state, the state colleges' 
mission and future are clouded in uncertainty. 
Research on this subject will specifically center 
on state archives, reports, and texts on the 
Massachusetts State Colleges. Information has also been 
obtained from a series of interviews with educational 
and political leaders in the Commonwealth who have made 
a significant contribution to higher education in 
Massachusetts. As part of the research, the development 
of selected normal schools in the nation will be 
compared with normal schools in Massachusetts. This 
comparison will highlight reasons why it has been 
difficult for the Massachusetts Normal Schools to 
develop to their full institutional potential. 
Chapter I of the study will examine the beginning 
of formal education in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
and the influence that it had on the course of education 
throughout the nation. It will also sketch the growth of 
public and private higher education within the state to 
provide a foundation for the study of the state 
colleges. 
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Chapter II will study the development of the state 
colleges' mission. The mission, when first established, 
was clear and concise. The normal schools were to train 
teachers. As the schools developed, and the success of 
the public school movement started to be felt within the 
state, certain groups saw the schools as a threat to the 
state's status quo. As a result, the development of the 
mission has been based on a number of outside 
influences. One such influence was industry, which was 
concerned about over-educating its workforce. The elite 
of the state were concerned as well about maintaining 
class distinctions and saw the educating of the masses 
as a threat. Private higher education, while initially 
not concerned about the limited scope of the state 
colleges' mission, has become more influential as the 
state's demographics have changed and the state colleges 
have developed into liberal arts institutions. Because 
of these influences and others, state government in 
Massachusetts has failed to properly fund or support the 
development of the Massachusetts State Colleges. This 
lack of support has hampered the development of the 
state colleges' mission. 
Chapter III will examine the role of the state in 
funding public higher education in Massachusetts, 
specifically in relation to the state colleges. This 
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chapter will show that a lack of appropriate funding 
throughout the colleges' history has hurt their 
development. 
Chapter IV will analyze the effect of state 
politics, culture and the influence of the bureaucracy 
of public higher education on the Massachusetts State 
Colleges. This will be accomplished through a series of 
interviews with a cross-section of educational and 
political leaders in the Commonwealth who have impacted 
or continue to impact on the course of higher education. 
Chapter V will summarize the results of the study, 
draw conclusions based upon those results, and offer a 
recommended course of action for the continued 
development of the Massachusetts State Colleges. 
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CHAPTER I 
AN OVERVIEW OF THE HISTORY OF THE NORMAL SCHOOL 
MOVEMENT AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF 
PRIVATE HIGHER EDUCATION IN MASSACHUSETTS 
This chapter will examine the founding of the 
normal school idea in Massachusetts, its early 
development and the role the Massachusetts Normal School 
played as a model for similar institutions founded 
throughout the country. The Massachusetts Normal Schools 
have continually faced powerful interest groups that not 
only threatened the founding of the schools, but also 
their development as educational institutions within the 
state. When one examines the national development of the 
normal school movement, in relation to the development 
of the Massachusetts Normal Schools, it becomes evident 
that the Massachusetts schools did not develop as 
quickly as their counterparts. 
The development of private education in Massa¬ 
chusetts, being a major influence on the development of 
the normal schools, will also be outlined to show that 
private higher education developed tremendous strength 
and influence in Massachusetts. The information in this 
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chapter, will serve as a foundation from which a 
detailed study of the specific development of the 
Massachusetts State Colleges will emerge. 
A. The Puritan Ethic and Education in Massachusetts 
To begin a study of the Massachusetts State 
Colleges, one must begin with the Puritans. It was this 
group whose views on education influenced not only the 
development of the common school movement, but also 
higher education in this country. It was a shortage of 
qualified teachers for the common schools that prompted 
the establishment of normal schools. 
The Puritan ethic called for people to be educated 
mentally and spiritually and to this ethic the Puritans 
were devoutly dedicated. With the opening of Boston 
Latin School in 1635, the Puritans established the first 
common school for the sole purpose of teaching children 
to read. This school was supported initially by 
subscriptions but was soon entirely supported by the 
citizens of Boston [Harris,1910,p.20]. Reading was 
important to the Puritans because their religion 
demanded that the scriptures be read. Because of the 
lack of textbooks, the Bible was used as a primary text 
in most schools of the period. Laws were passed in 1642 
and 1647 which laid the foundation for the present 
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system of education in the country. "The law required 
the instruction of 'all children' and the support of 
schools for 'children'" [Bush,1891,p.394]. The law "made 
the support of public schools compulsory, and education 
not only universal but free, although the town might 
determine whether it or the parents should bear the 
cost" [Harris,1910,p.16]. 
In 1647, the first law was passed by the Massa¬ 
chusetts Bay Colony requiring that every town of fifty 
houses or more maintain a school for reading and writing 
and every town over 100 houses to maintain a grammar 
school [Harris,1910,p.16].(1) In 1683, another law was 
passed requiring the towns of five hundred families to 
support two grammar schools and two writing schools. 
Soon after the Puritans established their colony, 
it became evident that if they were to continue to 
improve their condition and carry on their religious 
beliefs, they would need to establish a college to train 
new leaders to carry on established traditions 
[Bush,1891,p.22]. At the close of the year 1636, the 
General Court agreed to give the sum of L400 for the 
establish- ment of a college. It was decided that it be 
located at Newtown later to be renamed Cambridge. This 
was a name which not only served to remind the Puritans 
of their origins, but also would give the new school a 
reminder of the ideal it was to try to achieve 
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[Bush,1891,p.22]. The school was named after the 
Reverend John Harvard. Reverend Harvard held the esteem 
of most citizens of Cambridge and left half of his 
estate and library to the college. 
Under the leadership of its first President, 
Reverend Henry Dunster, the college immediately set the 
standard for education in the colonies. Its instruction 
was of such a high caliber that young men from England 
soon came to receive their education [Bush,1891,p.23]. 
This institution was soon to become the first private 
college when the General Court refused to fund its 
operation. 
From a strong beginning, public support for the 
common schools soon diminished, as did the quality of 
instruction provided to the children of the state. 
Financial support for schools diminished in the mid 
1700s, leading to a decline in the quality of education 
in the common schools. This decline was to last until 
the end of the Revolutionary War [Bush,1891,p.394].(2) 
On June 25, 1789, the first Massachusetts state 
statute on education was passed. This act made it the 
responsibility of all "Instructors of Youth, to take 
diligent care, and to exert their best endeavors to 
impress on the minds of children, and youth, committed 
to their care and instruction, the principles of piety, 
justice, and sacred regard to truth" [Mangun,1928,p.1]. 
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As interest in the common school movement 
strengthened in the early 1800s, it became clear to many 
that if state monies were to be used to enhance the 
quality of education, a state agency should be created 
to oversee its use. On April 20,1837, the first 
department of education in the country was established 
in Massachusetts and a Board of Education appointed on 
May 27th of that year. Members included James G. Carter, 
Emerson Davis, Edmund Dwight, Horace Mann, Edward A. 
Newton, Thomas Robbins, Jared Sparks and Robert Rantoul 
Jr. [Harris,1910,p.50]. These names were mentioned 
because throughout the history of the normal school 
movement and school reform in Massachusetts, the 
influence of these men can be seen.(3) The direct 
contribution of a number of these men will be outlined 
in future chapters. 
B. A Call for Quality Teachers: 
The Establishment of Normal Schools 
Beginning in 1787, individuals started calling for 
the establishment of an institution that would better 
educate individuals for the teaching profession. Elisha 
Ticknor was one such individual who called for better 
trained teachers in articles written in the "Massachu¬ 
setts Magazine" [Emerson,1869,p.24]. The quality of 
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instruction in many of the poorer common schools had 
deterioriated to a very low level as better educated 
teachers opted to teach in the more than nine hundred 
academies that dotted the Massachusetts countryside. 
One outspoken advocate for a specialized insti¬ 
tution for the preparation of teachers was Herman 
Humphrey. Humphrey believed that colleges, while 
providing the best education in the state and fully 
capable of providing educated individuals, were not 
prepared to train teachers. He believed that the 
colleges were producing graduates whose education was 
too advanced for them to succeed as common school 
teachers [Brooks,1864,p.14]. Humphrey believed that many 
academies were providing good teachers but could never 
adequately fill the needs of the Commonwealth. He later 
defended the establishment of normal schools saying: 
Leaving to our excellent academies the 
task of fitting young men for college and 
various departments of business, they propose 
to take as many youth of both sexes as they 
can accommodate, and qualify them thoroughly 
for teaching. This and this only, is what the 
Normal Schools propose; and it is too plain to 
need argument, that with good accommodations 
and able teachers, they can do more than the 
academies and high schools in this particular 
department [Brooks,1864,p.15]. 
In 1827, The Governor of Massachusetts, Levi 
Lincoln, recommended that measures be taken to improve 
the preparation and quality of teachers. This address to 
the legislature called for the establishment of a public 
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"institution for their appropriate education and 
discipline" [Emerson,1869,p.28]. In that same year, 
James G. Carter asked the legislature to appropriate 
funds for the establishment of a seminary for the 
preparation of teachers. This was defeated by the 
slimmest of margins. Carter resubmitted the legislation 
after the establishment of the Board of Education. In 
1838, legislation was passed allowing for the 
establishment of three normal schools. The first two 
schools opened in 1839 setting the standard for the rest 
of the country. The importance of the normal schools was 
outlined by Mangun who stated, "The struggle for 
survival for free schools, for a State system, and for 
the State Board of Education involved directly the 
pioneer normal schools and makes a narrative comparable 
in interest to a series of hair-breadth escapes" 
[Mangun,1928,p.2]. He further quoted from a speech 
delivered by Bagley at Worcester State Normal School who 
said, "In the record of the Massachusetts public schools 
is to be found the clearest and most convincing evidence 
of the fundamental service that good normal schools may 
render to the State and the Nation" [Mangun,1928,p.3]. 
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C. The National Development of Normal Schools: 
Massachusetts in Comparison to the Nation 
Using the Massachusetts Normal Schools as an 
example, other urbanized and industrial states such as 
New York and Connecticut soon established normal schools 
to train teachers for their expanding school systems. 
Sidney Jackson attributes the desire to establish normal 
schools in these states to the needs of the large urban 
population. "Therefore it seems proper to regard the 
city - its trade unions, immigrants, and complex 
politics - as the decisive factor" [Jackson,1965,p.79]. 
Rural towns were not as concerned about the causes of 
popular education as those in the cities. This is in 
part why only six normal schools had been established in 
the country prior to 1850 in only three states, and only 
15 by 1860 in ten states. In 1964, of the 284 
institutions defined as public state colleges and 
universities, 103 were founded as normal schools 
[Harcleroad,1983,p.15]. 
The normal schools west of the Allegenies were 
established from the start, with a broader scope than 
those in the rest of the country. Normal schools in this 
region had an advantage because there were no 
established higher education institutions to compete 
with. In some states normal schools were established as 
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collegiate-level institutions. As a result, state 
governments when establishing the schools gave them more 
direct funding and support [Harcleroad,1983,p.16]. 
One such example is in Illinois where the state in 
1854 established the Illinois State Normal University. 
Because there was no state university, this school 
became the focal point of the state educational system 
training teachers and administrators for all educational 
levels. This institution was duplicated by many states 
west of the Mississippi. 
Due to the lack of interference from private 
colleges and academies, Western normal schools offered a 
wider range of educational opportunities than those in 
the East. Throughout the history of normal schools, the 
controversy over the duplication of programs between 
themselves and other institutions can be found. 
In each instance, the state colleges and 
universities or their predecessor institutions 
were rebuffed in their first attempts to 
fulfill a particular mission. They were 
permitted to develop or to expand their 
functions only when the competitor institution 
proved unable to prepare enough graduates to 
meet the demand [Harcleroad,1983,p.17]. 
This is especially true in Massachusetts where the 
Board of Education continually had to defend and outline 
the need for more teachers in the Commonwealth. The 
continuing struggle over the mission of Massachusetts 
Normal Schools will be further outlined in Chapter II. 
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As the country entered the twentieth century, the 
normal school movement, despite controversy, low 
funding, and poor facilities had made a significant 
impact on the national educational system. The schools 
started to evolve into institutions offering a more 
collegiate level of instruction. Major reasons for this 
change in status included "(1.) the rapid expansion of 
secondary education from 1880 to 1920; (2.) the 
development of accreditation systems for secondary and 
higher education; and (3.) the demand for secondary and 
higher education after World War I and during the Great 
Depression of the 1930's" [Harcleroad,1983,p.23]. 
A need for more secondary teachers during this 
period offered the normal schools a chance to expand 
their mission. The normal schools were willing and able 
to accept this challenge because, over the years, many 
had developed strong academic departments to strengthen 
poor academic skills of entering students. It was at 
this juncture that normal schools again butted heads 
with the colleges and academies of the period.(4) The 
private colleges and academies saw this move on the part 
of normal schools to expand programs as a direct threat. 
At their urging, the NEA in 1893 established the 
"Committee of Ten" to study the high school question.(5) 
As a result of their findings, high schools could not be 
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accredited if teachers did not possess a college degree. 
As Robert Brown points out, this had a devastating 
effect on normal schools. 
Once this report was implemented by the 
colleges and they began to refuse to accredit 
schools with normal school trained teachers, a 
phase in the history of the normal schools was 
over. Not until the 1930s would some normal 
schools regain the right to train high school 
teachers. As late as the 1950s, only fifteen 
percent of America's high school teachers were 
coming from the teachers' colleges 
[Brown,1988,pp.104-105]. 
In Massachusetts, the normal school curriculum was 
stripped of academic courses as a result of the NEA's 
actions towards the establishment of a national high 
school accreditation system. Another reason for the 
state's change in posture towards the normal schools was 
a fear on the part of the wealthy, Protestant elite, 
that the large immigrant population in the state was 
becoming too active in social and political areas. As 
Brown points out: 
By 1900, fifty-one percent of all 
Massachusetts public school pupils were either 
foreign-born or the children of foreign-born 
parents.... The "good citizens" of Massa¬ 
chusetts were frightened, and they demanded 
that the schools do something to ensure their 
safety. They wanted the schools to turn out 
docile workers, not budding scholars 
[1988,p.116]. 
As other states continued to support their normal 
schools, the Massachusetts Legislature, in 1905, estab¬ 
lished a Commission on Industrial and Technical Educa¬ 
tion. This Commission concluded that the training given 
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by the normal schools did not "meet the needs" of 
"modern industrial and social conditions". The 
Commission stated that public education was too 
"literary in spirit, scope and methods" 
[Brown,1988,p.116]. The legislature reorganized the 
Board of Education and hired David Snedden to oversee 
its operation as Commissioner in 1910. Snedden 
completely changed the curriculum at each campus, 
removing the upper level academic courses and replacing 
them with such courses as Household Arts, Manual Arts, 
and Chicken Raising. It was not until the late twenties 
that the schools were again allowed to expand their 
program to train secondary teachers. Normal schools in 
the Midwest and West, however, were able to expand more 
easily. They were able to establish programs in 
secondary education because they did not have to worry 
about the political implications of their actions or the 
effect of such programs on private colleges 
[Harcleroad,1983,p.24]. 
This situation allowed the western schools to 
experiment and expand programs as they developed, thus 
keeping them in the mainstream of education. Eastern 
normal schools were limited in scope and could not 
expand offerings as quickly. Major changes in their 
development did not begin until the late 1920s and early 
1930s. The first normal school in the country to make 
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the transition to becoming a four year degree granting 
institution was ironically not a Massachusetts normal 
school but one in the state of Michigan. The school was 
Eastern Michigan University at Ypsilanti and offered its 
first degree in 1903. It was not until after World War I 
that the majority of normal schools followed suit 
[Harcleroad,1983,p.25]. 
During the late 1940s and 50s, the Western states 
experienced a sizable increase in the number of students 
looking to further their education after high school. 
This was in part due to the expansion of the country and 
the need to educate returning veterans under the GI 
Bill. Given the large number of institutions both public 
and private already in existence, the East Coast was 
able to absorb the rise in population. For this reason, 
the need to expand public education was not as great. 
Two reasons for needed expansion in the West were the 
increase in the student population and the long 
distances between higher education institutions. 
Students attending Western colleges had to travel great 
distances to attend school. This gave Western schools an 
advantage because they were given necessary funds and 
support to expand educational opportunities and meet 
regional needs [Harcleroad,1983,p.26]. 
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As will be seen in later chapters, the Massachu¬ 
setts Normal Schools experienced periods of both renewed 
interest and extreme criticism during the period from 
1950 to 1980. The Fifties brought renewed interest 
because of the need to train veterans and their 
children. The Sixties saw the closing of two state 
colleges, Boston and Lowell, and the emergence of two 
regional universities to take their place. The Seventies 
brought a decline in fiscal resources and renewed 
criticism of public higher education in general. As 
fiscal resources and student populations dwindle, the 
Massachusetts State Colleges in the Eighties continue to 
fight for their existence, while their counterparts have 
expanded to a much more prestigious level. When one 
looks at a number of institutions modeled after the 
normal schools in Massachusetts, one can see the 
enormous differences in growth. For comparison, the 
Massachusetts State Colleges will be compared with four 
institutions whose present names allude to the disparity 
in development: Ball State University, East Texas State 
University, Southern Connecticut State University, and 
Eastern Michigan University. 
Today, each Massachusetts State College enrolls 
between 2,000 and 9,500 full-time undergraduate 
students. Graduate programs are offered at the Masters 
degree and Certificate of Advanced Graduate Study level 
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through a separate continuing education evening 
division. Enrollment in these programs fluctuates but 
averages between 1,000 and 3,000 students. Most of the 
graduate faculty is part-time. The undergraduate faculty 
has improved greatly in recent years with many holding a 
terminal degree. The physical plants in many instances 
are built around the original normal school buildings 
which in many cases are still in use. On a few campuses 
such as Westfield State College, the number of square 
feet of academic space is exceeded by space provided for 
residence hall and student activities. The colleges 
offer a wide variety of undergraduate degree programs 
including Education, Computer Science, Liberal Arts, 
Fine Arts, and Business. 
In comparison, Ball State University, founded as a 
private normal school by a prominent Muncie, Indiana, 
industrial family, was donated to the state in 1918. The 
campus became an extension of the State Normal School at 
Terre Haute. In 1929, the two institutions split and the 
name of the institution was changed to Ball Teachers 
College. In 1965, while Massachusetts was debating 
closing teachers colleges, the college was renamed Ball 
State University. It was given full university status in 
"recognition of its phenominal growth in enrollment, 
physical facilities, and the variety and quality of its 
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educational programs and services and in anticipation of 
the much broader role it would be expected to assume in 
the future" [6311,1988]. 
To give the reader some idea of the academic scope 
and continuing importance of teacher education at the 
university, the following is a quote from its 1988-89 
catalogue. 
In addition to core academic programs in 
the arts, sciences, and humanities, the uni¬ 
versity offers more than 140 major and minor 
areas of study through its six colleges: 
Applied Sciences and Technology, Architecture 
and Planning, Business, Fine Arts, Sciences 
and Humanities, and Teachers College. Ball 
State graduates receive a general liberal 
education, a more specific occupational or 
professional education, or, building on the 
university's traditional strength, education 
for careers as teachers [Ball,1988]. 
The last sentence in this quote is interesting 
because Ball State continues to maintain its ties to the 
school's original mission. The Massachusetts State 
Colleges have abandoned teacher education and will not 
even offer a degree in teaching in the very near future 
according to present statewide plans. 
East Texas State University had a similar history. 
It was founded in 1889 as Mayo College by William L. 
Mayo. In 1917, the state acquired the campus and changed 
the name to East Texas State Normal School. In 1923, the 
name was again changed to East Texas State Teachers 
College. In 1935, a graduate program was established and 
in 1957, the word "Teachers" was eliminated from the 
23 
name as the institution expanded its scope. The school 
was given university status in 1965. The university 
boasts a population of 8,000 students located on one 
main campus and two satellite campuses. The academic 
program consists of one hundred fields of study which 
are divided into three colleges - Arts and Sciences, 
Business and Technology, and Education, which includes a 
Graduate School and Continuing Education Division. While 
being a multipurpose university, the College of 
Education still serves as a vital element of the success 
of the university. 
Southern Connecticut State University has developed 
somewhat differently. Founded in 1893, as the New Haven 
Normal School, the University is now part of the 
Connecticut State University which encompasses the 
original four normal schools in the state: Southern, 
Central, Western and Eastern Connecticut State 
Universities. Southern offers programs leading to 
Bachelors and Masters degrees in the Arts and Sciences 
including Education. 
Eastern Michigan University was founded in 1849 as 
the Michigan State Normal School. At the time of its 
founding, common schools were still in existence. The 
Detroit school system for instance was only ten years 
old and the transition to larger schools was just 
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beginning. The development of the university is best 
summed up by the following quote from the 1988 
catalogue. 
For its first 100 years, Michigan State 
Normal School, as EMU was conceived, certified 
thousands of teachers and developed the 
broad-based academic curricula that prepared 
it for its evolution to university status in 
1959. Within the new university, three 
colleges emerged: the College of Education, 
the College of Arts and Sciences, and the 
Graduate School. The University has expanded 
three more times: in 1964 with a College of 
business, in 1975 with a College of Health and 
Human Services and in 1980 with a College of 
Technology [Eastern,1988]. 
As can be seen, the Massachusetts Normal Schools 
have not developed as fast as those in other states. 
While the Massachusetts Normal Schools have all but 
abandoned their original mission, those in other states 
have expanded offerings while still maintaining strong 
ties to teacher education. The remaining chapters of 
this dissertation will examine the reasons behind the 
lack of development of the Massachusetts State Colleges 
and why they have fallen so far behind their 
counterparts throughout the country. 
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D. The Emergence and Growth of 
Private Higher Education in Massachusetts 
One key factor that has hindered the development of 
public higher education has been the power of private 
education in Massachusetts. To understand the impact of 
private higher education in the Commonwealth, one must 
look at its history. As pointed out earlier, it was the 
Puritans and later those of other early Massachusetts 
colonial settlements that were responsible for the 
foundations of higher education in Massachusetts and the 
nation. These early settlers had received their educa¬ 
tion at Cambridge and Oxford Universities in England. 
They were influenced by great masters of the day such as 
Neville, Fuller, Chaderton, and Andrewes 
[Thwing,1906,p.3]. The early settlers saw the 
combination of education and religion as the foundation 
that would help them build their new nation. 
Out of the Puritans' desire to preserve their 
religious beliefs and educate their young, came the 
founding of Harvard College in 1636. In that year the 
General Court of the Colony at Massachusetts Bay voted 
to appropriate the sum of four hundred pounds to 
establish a college. The college was to educate men of 
the colony to carry on the religious teachings that 
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brought them to their new world. The college also 
offered a liberal education to train men in 
non-religious subject matter that would help them build 
the economic structure of their new nation. The course 
of study was developed by the President, Henry Dunster, 
and established the early tradition of what was 
considered to be a liberal education in this country. 
The college, under the later influence of 
Presidents Increase and Cotton Mather, improved and 
matured while still embodying the ideals of the 
Congregationalist Movement. Other colleges also were 
established around local and denominational ties using 
Harvard's model; William and Mary in Virginia by the 
Anglicans; and Yale by the Congregationalists in 1701. 
From these three early colleges came the foundations of 
many that were to follow. 
The second attempt to establish a college in 
Massachusetts took place in the western portion of the 
state. It was a petition to establish what was to be 
called Queens College in the town of Hatfield in 1762. 
After initial defeat in the legislature, the Governor of 
Massachusetts, Governor Bernard, issued the college a 
charter in the King's name. The action brought heavy 
protest from Harvard. It was feared another college 
would do a great harm to that institution. The Board of 
Overseers held a special meeting with the governor to 
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discuss the granting of the charter. The conference did 
little to change the governor's mind. As a result, the 
Overseers "issued a formal Remonsterance in which they 
discussed the subject under twenty-four headings. All 
these numerous headings were variations upon a single 
theme — the proposed 'seminary' in Hampshire County 
will hurt Harvard, and 'tend to make learning 
contemptible'" [Spring,1917,p.43]. The matter was 
referred back to the House of Representatives, where 
James Otis, a member against the idea succeeded in 
reversing the positive view of the body towards the idea 
[Spring,1917,pp.43-44]. 
Thirty-one years later a second attempt was 
successful with the approval for a college in the town 
of Williamstown in 1793. Williams College, named after 
Col. Ephraim Williams, a Revolutionary War hero was 
founded with strong ties to the Congregationalist 
movement. Even the negative influence of Harvard could 
not stop its initial success in attracting funds or 
students. 
The third institution to be founded in the state 
was the Andover Theological Seminary in 1807. This 
seminary claims to be the "first regular theological 
seminary distinctively and exclusively organized for the 
theological training of ministers of the Protestant 
churches in the United States..." [Bush,1891,p.236]. 
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To round out the regional development of early 
private colleges, citizens of the central portion of 
Massachusetts called for the establishment of a college 
to meet their needs. The college was named Amherst 
College and was founded in 1821. 
Amherst College originated in a strong 
desire on the part of the people of Massa¬ 
chusetts to have a college near the central 
part of the State, where the students should 
be free from the temptations of a large city, 
where expenses of an education should not be 
beyond the means of those who had but little 
money, and where the moral and religious 
influences should be of a decidedly Christian 
character [Bush,1891,p.251]. 
The split between public and private higher 
education needs to be addressed because of the impact 
that it was to have on the future development of private 
higher education. Harvard and Williams received money 
from the state and therefore had to be conscious of the 
needs of the citizens of the Commonwealth. This 
consciousness was reinforced by the Puritans. They 
believed that the preservation and future of their way 
of life was to be based on a strong religious and 
educational foundation. As the number of colleges 
increased, the Massachusetts Legislature had to reassess 
its role in funding these colleges due to other 
financial burdens being placed on the state. One burden 
was the increasing need to appropriate funds for the 
improvement of common schools. The lack of state aid and 
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constitutional provisions separating church and state 
forced the colleges to rely on private munificence and 
contributions from their religious affiliations. 
Although the church-state-college 
connection was seen as holy, legal, and in the 
best interest of education during most of the 
eighteenth century, sectarianism and the 
changed conditions of financing brought 
philosophic change as well... Sectarianism and 
reaction to sectarianism were important causes 
of the private/public division, but the change 
in sources of financial support were, as noted 
earlier, to accelerate the process. The type 
of private denominational college which was 
created in large numbers in the 1830's and 
1840's and which Herbst refers to as 'the 
prototypical American college' was to 
establish the pattern for private donation and 
lead the way to securing the great individual 
benefactors of the later nineteenth century. 
The sectarian nature of these colleges helped 
to lead, ironically, to the creation of their 
present-day rivals, the public colleges— 
which were seen as necessary for training 
people for public service and other such 
practical or un-aristocratic pursuits 
[Curtin,1984,p.6]. 
After the Revolutionary War, the colleges through¬ 
out the Northeast were inundated with a flood of 
students from poor immigrant families. With this influx 
came a change in the old New England religiously homo¬ 
geneous population and a weakening of the alliance 
between church and state. As Baptists, Quakers, 
Lutherans, Dutch Reformed and Catholics emigrated into 
the colonies, the conservative old guard had to change 
its approach toward the founding and governance of 
colleges [Herbst,1975,p.273]. 
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Tewksbury, in his text, The Founding of American 
Colleges. points out that in Massachusetts, the prolif¬ 
eration of denominational colleges was slower than in 
other states, due to the control the Congregationalists 
had on higher education in the state. He points out: 
In Massachusetts, full religious liberty 
in the field of higher education was achieved 
at a very late date. Even after the achieve¬ 
ment of a nominal separation of church and 
state in 1833, Harvard together with Williams 
and Amherst, which had rather reluctantly been 
allowed to enter the field of higher education 
in Massachusetts by Harvard, continued to 
enjoy more or less exclusive privileges until 
Tufts College was founded under Universalist 
auspices in 1852 [1932,p.63]. 
The point needs to be made that the majority of the 
state legislators were products of private education. 
They not only held an allegance towards them but also 
were concerned about preserving the Protestant ethic 
they represented. To give an example, one only needs to 
look at the Catholic Church which petitioned for a 
charter to establish a college well before the Civil 
War. The Church was denied a petition by the Protestant 
dominated legislature until the year 1865, when Holy 
Cross College in Worcester was granted a charter. 
While the Congregationalists in Massachusetts were 
able to prevent the founding of large numbers of 
colleges prior to the Civil War, the number throughout 
the rest of the country increased dramatically between 
1830 and 1850. Many of these colleges were denom- 
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inational, with a large number being supported by the 
Catholic Church. Protestants were afraid of the large 
immigrant population that was arriving in the country 
and were especially concerned about the rising influence 
of Roman Catholicism. Appeals were made to Protestants 
to quell this influence, as can be seen in this 
quotation by Kirk in Tewksbury: 
... it is the calm, shrewd, steady, 
systematic movement of the Jesuit Order now 
attempting to do in California and in the 
Mississippi valley what it once did in 
Austria; by the unobtrusive, unobserved power 
of the College, to subvert the principals of 
the Reformation, and to crush the spirit of 
liberty. There, Brethren, there our great 
battle with the Jesuit, on Western soil is to 
be waged. We must build college against 
college. If the musty atmosphere of a Jesuit 
School suits the freeborn Western child of the 
prairies, then we may fail in the contest. But 
all experience has confirmed our antici¬ 
pation, that America is a field on which the 
open, manly, Christian discipline of a 
Protestant College must annihilate the rival 
system of Jesuitical instruction 
[Tewksbury,1932,p.75]. 
Prior to the Civil War, the number of denom¬ 
inational colleges increased due to the lack of 
opportunities available to the new immigrant population 
at established colleges. A total of 207 colleges was 
founded throughout the country up to this period. Of 
this number 180 were founded by a particular denom¬ 
ination. Twenty-one were state founded institutions, 
three were municipal and three were partially controlled 
by the state. The largest number of institutions 
32 
belonged to five denominations including forty-nine 
Presbyterian, thirty-four Methodist, twenty-five 
Baptist, twenty-one Congregational, fourteen Catholic 
and eleven Episcopal [Tewksbury,1932,p.90]. 
It was not until after the Civil War that the 
number of private colleges in Massachusetts signifi¬ 
cantly started to grow. Between 1850 and 1900, 
twenty-five private four-year institutions were founded 
in the Commonwealth, with an additional twenty-five 
being founded between 1900 and 1950. Many institutions 
originally founded by religious denominations have since 
lost direct ties to the church. Of the sixty-three 
four-year private colleges that are operating in 
Massachusetts today, twenty-one still have direct ties 
to a particular religion. The largest number, thirteen, 
are run by the Catholic Church. 
The private colleges in Massachusetts grew during 
the first half of the twentieth century due to the 
influx of immigrants and the continued success of the 
public school system. While religious influence remained 
high during this period, Massachusetts was experiencing 
a change in those who controlled the state and higher 
education. The conservative element that had established 
the first colleges was giving way to a new, 
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predominantly immigrant Democratic party. This was in 
part due to the economic collapse of the state and 
nation at the conclusion of the nineteenth century. 
At the beginning of the twentieth century, the 
Progressive movement was affecting the colleges of 
Massachusetts. Students and faculty called for a reform 
of the old college philosophies and curriculum. Many 
were calling for a lessening of the religious control 
that influenced the colleges. As the university movement 
developed, many saw the traditional New England college 
as an antiquated institution. Even the young leaders of 
Massachusetts were condemning the church and private 
colleges for their aloof posture towards the masses as 
this new Progressive Movement began to gain momentum.(6) 
In 1905, the Protestant elite in Massachusetts, 
sensing the effects of the growing immigrant population 
and its effect on the traditions of the state, called 
upon the legislature to reorganize the Board of Educa¬ 
tion. Many felt that it was this body that was respon¬ 
sible for promoting the cause of the poor. It was hoped 
that by changing the curriculum at the normal schools, 
the tide could be reversed thus keeping their control of 
higher education intact. The wealthy feared that if left 
unchecked, these schools would turn out "budding 
scholars" instead of "docile workers." This move was 
successful in changing the curriculum to a more voca- 
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tional program of studies with an emphasis on manual 
arts. Under the leadership of David Snedden, the 
Commissioner of Education, all normal school curriculums 
were stripped of their liberal arts offerings and it was 
not until the 1930s that the normal schools would again 
offer a more liberal education. 
During the first two decades of the twentieth 
century, private colleges in Massachusetts attempted to 
resist changes brought about by the Progressive movement 
which was calling for social reform. It was not long, 
however, before the elitist colleges of Massachusetts 
were forced to reassess their role when students at 
these schools called for reform. As Rudolph points out, 
this new focus on service was a reaffirmation on the 
part of colleges and universities of the ideals that the 
Puri- tans used to establish the roots of higher 
education. 
After the long decades of free-wheeling, 
atomistic individualism which characterized 
nineteenth-century America, the appearance of 
a movement for which service was a touchstone 
was of considerable importance to higher 
education. Before Progressivism called them to 
their ancient obligation to service, the 
American colleges were lacking the vitality, 
the close connection with society, that had 
characterized the relationship between Harvard 
and the Puritans or, indeed, the relationship 
between any of the colonial colleges and the 
colonial society that sponsored them 
[Rudolph,1962,p.358]. 
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During World War I, most colleges, both public and 
private, lay in a state of near dormancy as male 
students went to war and colleges changed curriculums to 
train soldiers and officers for the conflict. After the 
war, there was renewed interest on the part of the 
country in higher education. Many of the country's low 
and middle class saw a college education as being the 
ticket to a more prosperous and successful life. While 
universities and newer colleges expanded the number of 
academic programs offered, the so-called elite 
institutions struggled to define their identity by 
holding to traditional values and constituencies 
[Levine,1986,p.18]. Many institutions changed their 
focus from one of just imparting knowledge, to one that 
"set out to train, accredit, and impart social status to 
their students"[Levine,1986,p.19]. A new interest in 
professionalism emerged as colleges throughout the 
country designed specific programs in business, 
technology, science and law. In Massachusetts a number 
of institutions were founded that embraced this idea. 
Babson(1919), Bentley(1917), Brandeis(1948), 
Nichols(1915) and Western New England College(1919) were 
all founded with strong programs in business and 
management. Even with the progressive nature of the 
period, Levine points out that a social hierarchy was 
beginning to emerge in higher education. 
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Between 1915 and 1940 American educa¬ 
tional institutions reinforced the barriers 
that enabled young people from the "best" 
homes to strengthen their numerical predom¬ 
inance at the best schools and in the most 
prestigious professions. The culture of 
aspiration stimulated an unprecedented demand 
for higher education of any kind as a symbol 
of economic and social mobility; it also 
created the demand for status that enabled 
some colleges to select their students for the 
first time. Ethnic and poor students often 
surpassed their more affluent peers in 
academic ability and drive, but more often 
than not they were channeled into less 
acclaimed schools and less prestigious 
occupations [Levine,1986,p.21]. 
This was especially true in Massachusetts where the 
traditional colleges such as Harvard, Williams, and 
Amherst raised their standards and costs. While some 
ethnic poor could meet the standards, the cost to attend 
these institutions forced them to consider other forms 
of education. The Catholic Church, sensing a need to 
provide avenues for women and the lower classes that 
were predominantly of their faith, established seven 
colleges and seminaries from 1915 to 1940 in Massachu¬ 
setts. Levine points out that access became the top 
priority for Catholic colleges. The idea of education 
for the priesthood took on less meaning during this time 
as Catholic colleges secularized curriculums. The 
National Catholic Welfare Council ran a campaign during 
the twenties proclaiming that "College graduation led to 
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'leadership and success', and that American society 
needed more Catholic lawyers, engineers, and busi¬ 
nessmen" [Levine,1986,p.203]. 
During the 1930s, the expansion continued, 
especially at urban universities, as they attempted to 
meet the needs of the middle and lower middle class 
students. The effects of the depression had much to do 
with the interest on the part of many to attain a higher 
education. The lower classes saw higher education as a 
way to escape from their social status and build a 
brighter future. Colleges in Massachusetts continued to 
grow in number to meet the needs of this rising 
population in the Bay State. "A faculty committee at 
Massachusetts State College remarked that the average 
student was now an ethnic student 'of serious demeanor, 
conscientious, ambitious, and possessed of a rather high 
sense of moral responsibility', who expected the school 
to help him make his way in upper-middle-class life" 
[Levine,1986,p.204]. 
In Massachusetts the elite private colleges did not 
expand as rapidly because there still remained a fear 
among the higher class that this new population 
threatened their social condition. Because of this fear, 
the elite schools in the state continued to raise 
tuition. The wealthy, who predominantly sat on governing 
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boards, felt that if they kept the cost of going to 
college high enough, it would prohibit those immigrants 
academically acceptable from attending. 
After World War II, the founding of new private 
colleges in Massachusetts virtually stopped. A few 
smaller denominational colleges opened while existing 
colleges and universities relied on the new population 
of veterans, baby-boomers, along with new governmental 
programs to expand existing facilities and program 
offerings. The point should be made that from the 1950s 
through the 70s, private colleges drew large portions of 
their students from outside the state. Many of the 
private colleges, "take care to maintain a nationwide 
and international clientele giving preference to 
applicants from distant states and seeing to it that 
their student places are not monopolized by local 
residents of Massachusetts" [Chambers,1970,p.183]. 
Growth in Massachusetts public higher education was 
much greater from 1945 to the present. There was a need 
for quality low-cost education to meet the needs of 
those that could not afford private institutions within 
the state. During the 1950s and 1960s, Massachusetts 
public higher education expanded both the size and 
number of institutions. Community colleges were 
established, and the University of Massachusetts 
expanded to three campuses with one being a medical 
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school. Massachusetts State Teachers Colleges felt 
little threat to their existence because of the post-war 
baby boom as Brown points out: 
The baby boom of the 1940s and 1950s 
buried all talk of teacher surplus just as the 
expansion of the post-war economy buried money 
problems. With a rapidly expanding body of 
potential students, the private colleges felt 
little threat from the teachers colleges, and 
consequently offered no resistance to the 1960 
decision to allow them to offer non-teaching 
degrees [1988,p.126]. 
In summary, the Puritans in Massachusetts founded 
the first college in the New World to perpetuate their 
religious beliefs and to educate men in the tradition of 
English colleges to carry on the functions of business 
and state. As the population of the state increased, it 
became apparent that Harvard and the other colleges in 
the state could not supply enough teachers to teach the 
children of the state. Furthermore, many believed that 
the job of teacher did not require a formal education. A 
teacher only needed a thorough background in those 
subjects needed to teach basic skills. Massachusetts in 
an effort to meet this specialized need and keep the 
training of teachers from their private colleges, 
established the first public institutions in the country 
to train teachers for the common schools. 
As the nation expanded, other states, seeing the 
success of the schools in Massachusetts, used them as a 
model for establishing normal schools to meet their 
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needs. The normal schools founded in other portions of 
the country had advantages over those in Massachusetts 
because the states lacked the influence of established 
wealthy classes and established private educational 
institutions. Because of the fears of the state's 
wealthy that their status and position would be 
compromised by educating the new immigrant population, 
the Protestant elite found it necessary to found 
colleges based on denominational ties. In turn, other 
denominations followed suit thus increasing the numbers 
of private institutions in the state. Due to the expense 
and admission standards of these colleges and 
universities the state found it necessary to establish 
its own system of public higher education to meet the 
needs of the state and its citizens. 
Chapter II will specifically show how special 
interest groups, including the wealthy and state 
politicians, have impacted on the development of the 
Massachusetts State Colleges and their mission. 
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CHAPTER II 
FROM AN ESTABLISHED PAST TO AN UNCERTAIN FUTURE: 
THE CHANGING MISSION OF THE 
MASSACHUSETTS STATE COLLEGES 
One obvious characteristic of the 
emerging state colleges is change - and this 
means problems. Rapid growth in itself 
produces all sorts of strain in the network of 
relationships involved in the running of a 
college or university. Then there is the 
complication of deciding just what function 
these state colleges and universities ought to 
be, the 'identity crisis' of which Clark Kerr 
speaks [Dunham,1969,p.47]. 
This chapter will analyze the growth and develop¬ 
ment of the state colleges to determine what influences 
have caused changes in the mission of the colleges. It 
will also examine the role of the state government in 
the overall design of the state college system. By 
investigating the historical, political, and educational 
development of the Massachusetts State Colleges, this 
chapter will show that the state colleges have not been 
able to shape their own destiny, but have had to react 
to political and industrial needs of the Commonwealth. 
As the colleges were forced to abandon their original 
mission of teacher education and enter the more compet¬ 
itive arena of liberal arts institutions in the state, 
they have been unable to establish a firm foundation 
within the Massachusetts higher education system of 
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public and private colleges and universities. The state 
college system has lost its identity, and, as a result, 
the state colleges' future existence will be threatened 
by the expanding state university system and the more 
established private colleges and universities. 
A. The Beginning of the Normal School Movement: 
A Mission Established 
During the early 1800s, the common schools in 
Massachusetts were in deplorable condition due in part 
to a serious lack of qualified teachers. In 1834, 
Reverend Charles Brooks, who had been educated in the 
Prussian system of normal schools, advocated the 
establishment of publicly supported normal schools in 
Massachusetts that would be "owned, supported and 
governed by the State for the service of the State" [Ma. 
Board of Ed. (MBE), 1989,pp.87-88]. Another advocate of 
establishing the Massachusetts normal schools was James 
G. Carter of Lancaster. Mr. Carter, a Harvard graduate 
and state legislator, wrote a number of letters and 
articles on the subject in the Boston Patriot under the 
name of "Franklin" in 1824. "The faults, Carter charged, 
are a want of adequate acquirements, a want of expe¬ 
rience, and a total want of any direct preparation of 
teachers for their employment" [State Teachers,1941, 
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p.13]. Carter along with Brooks and two other reformers, 
Thomas Gallaudet and Walter P. Johnson, continued their 
criticism of the present system and appealed for reform. 
As a result of their efforts, the Massachusetts Board of 
Education was established by the legislature on April 
20,1837. The establishment of the Board was recognized 
by these men as a first step in establishing an organ¬ 
ized system of education in the state of which normal 
schools would be an integral part. 
The Board's first action was to elect a secretary, 
Horace Mann, a prominent Boston lawyer who had previ¬ 
ously been President of the Massachusetts State Senate 
and an outspoken advocate of education. With the help of 
Carter, who was elected to sit on the Board of 
Education, Mann set to the task of trying to persuade 
the legislature to adopt the Normal School Resolve of 
1838. The Board in its first annual report outlined its 
resolve towards the establishment of a teacher training 
school saying, "The subject of the education of teachers 
has been more than once brought before the Legislature, 
and is of the very highest importance in connection with 
the improvement of our schools" [MBE,1838,p.10]. Mann, 
in his first report as secretary, reiterated his call 
for the establishment of normal schools, believing that 
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the success of a student depended on the success of the 
teacher and that throughout the state there was a need 
for competent teachers [MBE,1838,pp.58-60]. 
In March of 1838, Honorable Edmund Dwight, a member 
of the Board and a prominent merchant offered to give 
the Commonwealth the sum of $10,000 as a grant towards 
the establishment of schools to qualify teachers if 
matched by the legislature. On April 19, 1838, the 
legislature passed resolves accepting the offer and 
authorized the Governor to match the gift. After much 
deliberation the Board, with the approval of the 
legislature, agreed to establish three normal schools. 
The normal schools were to be a three year experiment in 
education. At the end of the third year, the progress of 
the schools would be evaluated along with the progress 
of those who attended. The mission of the schools was to 
educate persons on the art of teaching and was outlined 
by the Board of Education as follows: 
The instructions given in the normal 
schools have, under the regulations adopted by 
the Board, been directed to the two great 
objects of an institution for the qualifica¬ 
tion of teachers viz. 1st, to impart to the 
pupils a more correct and thorough knowledge 
of the various branches required by law to be 
taught in our schools, and 2nd, to teach the 
principles of communicating instruction, both 
in theory, and in practice at a model school 
to be connected with the main institution 
[1840,p.8]. 
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Two schools opened in 1839, one in Lexington and 
one in Barre. Both locations were picked due to their 
location to large populated areas of the state. Even as 
the schools opened, there was strong opposition that 
attempted to halt any action that would sustain their 
continued operation. One such threat was made in 1840 by 
legislators who felt that schools were best left under 
the control of local boards of education. It was felt 
that the private and public academies could provide ade¬ 
quate supplies of teachers without additional expense to 
the Commonwealth and that no special training was 
necessary to become a teacher. Many persons believed 
that if someone knew a subject, he or she could teach 
it. The majority report of the Legislative Committee on 
Education, in its report against normal schools, 
concluded by saying that the establishment of state 
supported educational institutions was "a dangerous 
precedent" [Norton,1926,pp.267-268]. 
The minority committee, in favor of the schools, 
countered this argument by stating that the legislature 
had already passed resolves establishing the schools, 
and that generous benefactors and towns had expended 
large sums of money to see to their establishment. In 
concluding their report, the committee responded by 
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saying that the schools should be given a chance to 
prove their worth and not be abandoned prematurely 
[Norton,1926,pp.267-268]. 
To counter the criticism in the legislature, the 
Board of Education in 1841 established a Committee of 
Visitors whose main purpose was to oversee the operation 
of the schools. Periodic visits were to be made to each 
school for the purpose of ascertaining the health and 
success of the school. Programs of study were to be 
examined to make sure they were in line with the 
guidelines set forth by the Board and state law. The 
Committee of Visitors was to report its findings on the 
success or failure of the experiment in their report to 
the Board in 1841. The outcome of this report was to 
determine if the schools were to continue in operation 
at the conclusion of the three year experiment in 1843. 
The Committee reported that at the end of the third year 
of operation in 1843, all but a fraction of the original 
funds appropriated would be expended on the operation of 
the schools. The Committee, in light of this fact and 
the initial success of the schools, recommended that the 
legislature continue to fund the schools 
[MBE,1842,p.14]. The Committee recommended that the sum 
of $20,000 be appropriated by the legislature for the 
continued operation of the schools. It was further 
recommended, that permanent locations for the schools be 
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found, with the hope of securing an existing building or 
constructing new buildings for their use. The 
recommendations were passed both by the Board of 
Education and the legislature. 
After examining the founding of what were later to 
become the Massachusetts State Colleges, certain points 
can be drawn in regard to influences that led to the 
establishment of the first mission statement. The body 
of men involved in promoting the normal school movement 
were educated, religious, and, for the most part, 
influential members of industry and government. They 
were humanitarians who, after seeing the poor condition 
of education available to the majority of the citizens 
of Massachusetts, attempted to improve the system based 
on an established Prussian system. This group earnestly 
believed that the future prosperity of the state and 
nation depended on the level of education attained by 
the general population. Because many were businessmen, 
they knew that for the state and themselves to prosper, 
a better educated population would be needed to work in 
the factories and businesses of the state. 
Objections that threatened the continued success of 
the schools centered around the belief that schools 
should not be centralized. Advocates for local autonomy 
of the schools and especially those that favored the 
existing system of public and private academies, were 
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also concerned that the success of this movement would 
influence the future operation of their schools. There 
were strong objections from the majority of the state 
legislators and it was only due to the influence of 
those who favored the movement that it was even given a 
chance to prove itself. 
The mission statement was written carefully not to 
offend those who favored private academies and colleges 
and was written to conform to existing state laws that 
related to education. The statement specifically limited 
itself to the objective of improving the quality of 
instruction by training teachers in pedagogy. 
It is well to note here that the private academies 
differed from the common schools because they were 
established and run by persons of wealth to educate 
primarily their children. The normal schools were to 
teach individuals to become teachers who could go to 
district schools and teach elementary skills such as 
reading and writing to the masses. The academies, on the 
other hand, required the payment of tuition and "offered 
a variety of curricula ranging from preparation for 
college entrance to business and other technical 
courses" [Brown,1988,p.8]. The private colleges of the 
time offered a variety of highly technical, business, 
and liberal arts programs and for the most part served 
the wealthy of the state. It therefore seems that the 
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founders of the movement were extremely careful to 
separate the mission of the schools from those of the 
established private colleges in Massachusetts. 
B. From an Idea to a System of Normal Schools 
The schools continued to gain popularity after 1843 
and enrollments increased. In 1847, a course of study 
was outlined for those students who wished to continue 
past the recommended two semesters. In many cases, 
students came from poor families who saw the schools as 
a way to continue the education denied them by costly 
private schools. A regulation requiring all who attended 
the normal schools to complete one full year of 
instruction became mandatory in 1849. This was initiated 
to establish standards and make the education of 
teachers more uniform. As a result, enrollment declined 
but the Board felt obliged to stand on its belief of 
providing quality teachers [MBE,1849,p.8]. The decline 
of students was shortlived, however, and for the next 
five years the three normal schools prospered. 
Enrollments increased and allocations from the state, 
though modest, allowed the schools to meet the ever 
rising cost of instruction. 
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It soon became apparent that three schools would 
never be able to handle the number of applicants or 
provide the necessary number of teachers. In 1855, the 
City of Salem petitioned the state to allow for the 
construction and operation of a fourth normal school to 
be located in that city. The legislature continued its 
policy of limited fiscal support to establish the 
school, as it had done with the three original schools. 
The state agreed to establish the school only after the 
City of Salem agreed to fund the initial cost of 
construction and operation. The school was opened in 
1855. This chain of events shows that the citizens of 
the Commonwealth were willing to sacrifice the extended 
time to attend the schools and pay for their 
construction. It also shows that the legislature was 
still not ready to assume the responsibility of 
providing for the educational needs of the state. 
With the schools' success came problems that 
threatened their future operation and development. The 
question of state aid continued to plague the schools. 
Cities and towns were now asking the state to provide 
not only common school teachers but also high school 
teachers. Standards also became an issue as it became 
apparent that some students entering the normal schools 
were not educationally qualified. Many believed too much 
time and money was being spent on providing students 
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with remedial training in academic subject matter, which 
was not the job of the normal schools. Even though the 
schools did take steps to raise admission standards, the 
schools still had to devote much time to the improvement 
of academic skills. 
In 1860, many schools were at or above capacity and 
the need for better facilities became a major area of 
concern. As a result of a lack of proper funding by the 
legislature, it became necessary to curtail the 
enrollment at several of the schools. Westfield refused 
to admit 15 applicants due to an absence of necessary 
space and Salem set a 120 student limit on total 
enrollment. The schools were being hampered in carrying 
out their mission of providing qualified teachers. The 
Board also stated that libraries at the schools were in 
desperate need of additional volumes. Private donations 
of collections had been the only major source of books. 
The Board, in its report of 1861, reiterated its plea to 
increase the funding of the schools. It pointed out that 
the figure of $14,500 for the funding of the entire 
system was much too low in relation to other state 
expenditures such as those for reform schools, prisons 
and almshouses where expenditures were considerably 
higher [MBE,1861]. Even with these reports, increased 
support was not forthcoming to allow for the proper 
development of the schools. 
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The last legislative attack on the normal schools 
during the 19th century came in the year 1860. In that 
year, 29 towns in six different counties delivered 
petitions to the legislature, asking that the entire 
school fund be divided among the towns and that the 
entire state educational system be eliminated including 
the Board and all of the normal schools. The petitions 
also charged that there had been a misappropriation of 
funds from the School Fund. The Committee on Education 
refuted the attack, by concluding that those making such 
attacks had misinterpreted the facts. The Secretary of 
Education, in his report to the legislature, did mention 
that the normal schools still needed to be improved but 
defended the schools by stating: 
The Normal School is now regarded widely 
through the country as indispensible to a 
complete system of public instruction.... 
Shall Massachusetts, the first State to 
institute Normal Schools, be also the first to 
retrograde, and abandon these institutions 
which have already contributed so much to the 
improvement of public instruction, and the 
advancement of learning [Mangun,1926,p.246]. 
The Legislative Committee on Education, in its 
final report on the future of the schools, seemed to 
consider the normal schools as one of the best grounds 
for support of the state system and believed the schools 
to be the strongest feature of the system. The 
legislature agreed with the findings of the Committee 
and the system remained in existence. 
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The mission of the schools did not change over the 
next twenty years. The required course of study for 
elementary teachers was lengthened to two years in 1864, 
at the request of the Secretary of Education. Financial 
concerns seemed to occupy the majority of Boards of 
Visitors' reports as needs arose for dormitories, 
classroom equipment and better prepared normal school 
teachers. The economic depression in the state after the 
Civil War had an effect on the financing of the schools, 
especially during the later 1870's. Educators and 
legislators started to discuss the future of the normal 
schools and the need to elevate teaching to the 
respected level of a profession so it would attract more 
career minded individuals [MBE,1865,p.64]. 
In 1870, the Board reported that it had taken the 
recommendations of the Secretary and had established an 
additional two year course to prepare teachers for the 
high schools because of a growing need within the state. 
Although this was still a voluntary program, this was 
the beginning of what was to become a four-year program 
of study. The Secretary of Education, John Dickinson, in 
the 34th report to the Board, stated that as the need 
arose for better qualified teachers, larger and larger 
numbers of students would flock to the normal schools. 
He stated that new schools would have to be added as 
existing ones became overcrowded. Dickinson believed 
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that, given the success of the schools, no expenditure 
was too great to enhance the system and that in the 
future they would play an important role 
[MBE,1873,p.179]. 
From 1882 to 1888 there was pressure from some 
faculty to expand the mission of the schools to provide 
academic courses beyond existing levels for those 
wishing additional training as high school teachers. 
Secretary John Dickinson, however, cautioned against 
infringing on the mission of the private colleges by 
incorporating too many academic courses that would crowd 
the mission of teaching. The original mission of the 
normal schools, due in part to John Dickinson's 
leadership, was still intact in 1897. He believed high 
school teachers needed to possess academic skills and 
agreed that a collegiate education was appropriate. 
Dickinson advocated that after receiving an academic 
degree, a person interested in teaching should then 
attend the normal school for at least one year to learn 
how to teach [MBE,1897,p.123]. 
In summarizing the founding and initial growth of 
the Massachusetts Normal Schools during the nineteenth 
century, much can be stated about the mission of the 
schools and the influences that affected them. The 
mission was to train teachers in the methods of teaching 
with the hope that the public school system could be 
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improved. Politicians, clergy, educators, and prominent 
businessmen were instrumental in establishing and 
securing the philosophy behind the establishment of the 
movement. The schools initially were to teach primarily 
pedagogy but soon had to teach academic subjects due to 
the poor skills of those enrolled. The academic level of 
applicants was to remain a major concern into the 
twentieth century. The impact this played on the mission 
of the schools is substantial because additional 
teachers and equipment were required to educate new 
students in the academic skills necessary to continue 
their education. The normal schools never lost this tie 
to academics as they evolved into state colleges. 
As the common school level of instruction 
improved, many in the community called for more advanced 
courses of study. The decision on the part of the normal 
schools to train high school teachers was well within 
the guidelines set forth in the original mission. This 
move, however, caused major changes in the length of the 
program, curriculum, etc. With the decision to train 
high school teachers, there came a movement towards 
recognizing the teacher as a professionally trained 
person and a move towards even more diversity and 
specialization in program offerings at the normal 
schools. 
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C. 1890 to 1945: The Impact of Society and War 
on the Normal School Mission 
During this period, Massachusetts became highly 
industrialized and experienced a heavy influx of 
immigrants from Europe. The wealthy of the state saw 
this population as a threat to the status quo. As a 
result, the normal schools experienced a number of 
changes in mission and control that attempted to 
regulate the level of education received by the schools' 
graduates. 
The main reason for this was that by 1897 the 
normal schools had become too academic, graduating 
students who never intended to teach. This put the 
normal schools on a collision course with the state's 
private colleges. 
By becoming allies of the long-time 
critics of the normal schools, the supporters 
of the state's private colleges were able to 
convince the legislature that the normal 
schools, had, in fact, deviated from their 
original mission of providing teachers for the 
common schools [Brown,1989,p.22]. 
Given this strong lobby, the academic nature of 
the normal schools was to quickly change over the next 
few years. First, came a new state law that required 
those attending the normal schools to have a high school 
diploma. This drastically reduced the number of students 
who could attend the schools and gave private colleges 
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the advantage because most did not require a high school 
diploma for admission. The legislature also appointed 
new members to the Board of Education that demolished 
the academic curriculum of the schools. In its place 
came a curriculum that would train teachers to teach the 
masses more vocationally oriented courses. It was felt 
this type of curriculum would better meet the needs of 
the wealthy and business community in the state 
[Brown,1989,pp.22-27]. In reality, it was meant to keep 
the new population in its place. 
By 1900 there were ten normal schools operating at 
or near capacity. The period from 1900 to 1925 was an 
extremely important time for the evolution of the normal 
schools. During this time, the Board was more interested 
in the public school system and the continuing question 
of "properly educating the masses" than it was in the 
normal schools. Because of the Board's preoccupation 
with the public schools, each normal school, strapped 
with new currculum regulations, started to develop its 
own character and special programs. 
Private colleges, sensing the success of the 
normal schools, continued to show interest in their 
development. The Secretary of Education, Frank A. Hill, 
seemed to sense that popular opinion was starting to 
change in regard to the type of education teachers 
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should receive. The Secretary believed that in the not- 
too-distant future a college education for teachers 
would be the favored route of students. 
The traditions of college families, the 
prestige of the colleges, the influences 
favoring the selection of classical courses in 
the high school, the reluctance of young 
people to part company with their schoolmates 
aiming for college, the lower standards of the 
normal schools in the years preceding 1896, 
when it was possible for grammar school pupils 
to omit the high school and enter the normal 
schools, possibly the fact that one's purpose 
to teach is not so conspicuously apparent in a 
college as in a normal school,- all such 
circumstances have favored a college rather 
than a normal school trend [MBE,1903,p.177]. 
The Secretary's vision of the future, then, was 
that normal schools would have to attain the status of 
colleges in order to continue to attract students and 
raise the status of the teaching profession. For the 
present, however, the Secretary reaffirmed his belief 
that while a college education provided an excellent 
grounding in subject matter, it did not educate a person 
on how to relate that subject to others 
[MBE,1903,p.178]. 
In 1904, the Commissioner alluded to the fact that 
there was a growing need for high school teachers in the 
state that could be addressed by expanding the mission 
of the normal schools. The Commissioner nade his 
comments even as there were growing sentiments to 
drastically realign the mission of the schools to meet 
the "vocational" needs of the state. The Commissioner 
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believed, however, that this was not a change in the 
original mission but an extension of it, giving the 
following rationale: 
It should be kept in mind that, since 
high schools have become 'common schools', 
more teachers are needed in them than 
formerly; and that young college graduates who 
are to be high school teachers should have 
high school practice, under expert guidance 
and criticism. It would, therefore, seem wise 
for the State to make such an arrangement by 
which the needed high school practice in 
teaching may be secured. Such a modification 
of present plans would be in exact accordance 
with the purpose of State normal schools,- 
to prepare teachers for the public schools 
[MBE,1904,p.174]. 
The Commissioner also defended the growing 
individualization of the schools as a necessary and 
positive move. He also indirectly proposed an 
examination be made of existing programs of study to 
determine the future mission of the schools and set 
statewide parameters that the schools should follow 
[MBE,1904,p.178]. The Commissioner believed unity within 
the normal schools should not be forced, but be a direct 
result of using the most efficient means and the best 
methods of preparing students for teaching. 
It was clear that a new era and course for the 
normal schools was emerging. The normal school movement 
had changed more in the past fifteen years than during 
its entire history to date. The mission of the movement 
was evolving as societal pressures and new fields of 
study emerged. In 1904, the Commissioner closed his 
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annual report in regard to teaching saying that "the old 
psychology is dying a natural death." He believed that 
the public schools would have to expand their offerings 
to include the teaching of life skills and as a result 
changes would have to be made at the normal schools. 
Due to the continuing economic and skilled-labor 
needs of the Northeast during the early twentieth 
century, pressure was directed at the normal schools to 
incorporate more programs in industrial and domestic 
education. By 1909, four schools had well developed 
specialized departments. Fitchburg had opened a new 
manual arts building to instruct teachers on the skills 
necessary to teach those students not going to high 
school. A manual arts training school was an integral 
part of this program. Framingham had a specialized 
department in the Household Arts with 89 students 
enrolled. North Adams was developing both a program in 
Industrial Arts and a program in Agricultural Studies in 
conjunction with the University of Massachusetts 
Stockbridge School. Lastly, Salem had developed a 
specialized department in the Commercial Arts to train 
teachers on how to teach business-related subjects. It 
was becoming clear that the needs of the Commonwealth 
were of greater importance than maintaining the strict 
guidelines set forth in the mission statement of 
1838.(7) 
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A reorganization of the Department of Education in 
1911 was initiated to better meet the needs of a growing 
educational system. The position of Commissioner of 
Education took the place of the Secretary, and 
assistants were hired to oversee different functions and 
responsibilities of the department. The Commissioner, 
David Snedden, in his annual report of 1912, reported on 
the state of the normal schools and their future in the 
Commonwealth. For the first time only brief comments 
were made on teacher education programs. A greater 
emphasis was placed on outlining the specialized 
programs each school was developing such as agriculture, 
industrial arts, etc. and the need for additional 
facilities. Snedden spoke of the continued need for 
trained teachers in the state and alluded to the fact 
that future needs would be at the high school level. It 
was his belief that colleges not normal schools were 
presently the answer to this problem and expected the 
colleges to continue to raise standards to meet new 
teacher certification requirements. 
As a result of continuing industrial growth in the 
state, the Commissioner believed that in the next few 
years changes in the curriculum would have to be made at 
the schools. He stressed that this should be 
accomplished through self study by all members of the 
staff including the principal and faculty, with the 
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hopes of modernizing the present course of study 
[MBE,1915,p.16]. The course of each school was now going 
to be decided on each campus and not as in the past by 
the central Board of Education. The Board would issue 
general guidelines that would attempt to unify the 
system without suffocating each school's individual 
freedom [MBE,1915,p.17]. 
Major criticisms were raised in the Report of the 
Commission on Economy and Efficiency Relative to 
Massachusetts Normal Schools in regard to their 
operation and future mission. The Commission reminded 
the Board that the design of the schools was to be 
strictly professional as outlined by the Board in 1880. 
It also made it clear that normal schools in 
Massachusetts "should not attempt to emulate the varied 
and detailed activities of a well-developed collegiate 
institution" [MBE,1916,p.105]. The Commission went on to 
say that duplication of courses at the schools needed to 
be curtailed [MBE,1916,p.ioo]. In an effort to eliminate 
excess duplication of programs, the Board was working 
with the normal schools to develop areas of 
specialization at each school. This was being initiated 
for the purpose of securing greater "definiteness and 
efficiency in preparing teachers to meet the wide 
variety of needs in the public schools" 
[MBE,1917,p.121]. We shall see that the idea of 
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specializing at each school and the development of this 
course of action would have a profound and lasting 
effect on the future of the normal schools. 
During the period from the beginning of WWI to the 
end of WWII, the normal schools, while not expanding to 
any great degree, were going to go through changes in 
mission and status within higher education that would 
have lasting changes on their character and role. Under 
the authority of Chapter 92, of the Acts of 1921, four 
year courses leading to a degree of Bachelor of 
Education were established at four of the schools. Major 
reasons for this decision included 1. many present 
teachers wanted to extend their education beyond the two 
or three-year diploma courses of study; 2. a survey of 
normal schools throughout the country revealed this was 
a national trend; 3. the school superintendents when 
polled were in favor of the move; 4. the schoolmasters 
had recommended, based on national trends, the 
establishment of a teacher's college in Massachusetts. 
By 1924, the four-year programs, though still very 
new, were considered a great success. Every year 
enrollment in these programs increased. From 1924 to 
1930 the schools prospered. Enrollments increased every 
year as the success of the four-year program became 
known. Discussions comparing normal schools to colleges 
while not diminishing throughout the state, seemed to be 
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overshadowed by the Board's insistence to continue to 
stress the importance of the professional training 
available at the schools. As a result of the changes in 
the schools, the Board of Education in their 94th Report 
restated the mission of the teachers colleges in 
relation to modern education practices as they saw them. 
Fundamental Purpose of a Normal School 
Modern education is based on two 
principles: 
1. The school should reproduce life 
situations. The subjects should be chosen 
because of their life values; the methods of 
study and development should be socialized and 
at the same time individualized. 
2. The nature of children and youth 
should be the teacher's guide. Work should 
start with the pupil's native instincts and 
capacities; subject matter should be of the 
nature of prompt self-activity, that is, it 
should be motivated. The normal school is a 
professional school. Theory is constantly 
linked with the actual practice in training. 
The aim of the work is distinctive: 
1. To see that the students know 
thoroughly the subjects that are to be taught. 
2. To teach them how to teach the 
children the subjects they know well 
themselves. 
3. To prepare them to study the 
development of the child's mind and adapt the 
instruction to the stages of growth. 
4. To give them such cultural study as 
will lead to their own professional 
development as well as to prepare them to 
become useful members of society in the 
communities where they teach [MBE,1930,p.7]. 
From a statement of two major goals, one being the 
imparting of knowledge to be taught by law in the public 
schools and two, the teaching of pedagogy, the new 
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mission included two additional goals. One was to study 
child development and the other was to allow for 
cultural study. A major reason for these additions was 
that the perception of the role of education in one's 
life was changing. Education was to impart life skills 
including those of an individual and social nature. This 
change in mission had affirmed the belief of earlier 
educators that the schools should be more collegiate in 
nature. Even with this change, the primary mission of 
the schools still centered around teacher preparation. 
The next major change came in 1932 as the result 
of the passage of Chapter 127 of the Acts of 1932. This 
legislation officially changed the name State Normal 
School to State Teachers College. It was felt that the 
term normal school was not descriptive of the new type 
of instruction that was developing. The Department of 
Education recommended this change for two major reasons. 
All of the schools were offering a four-year degree 
program and most other states had already taken this 
step [MBE,1932,p.5]. 
In 1934, a further change in the overall mission 
occurred. The Department of Education recommended that 
Chapter 73, of the Massachusetts General Laws be amended 
to allow teachers colleges to establish a program of 
study, leading to the Master of Education Degree. It was 
hoped such a program would help fill the need for better 
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educated high school teachers, college teachers, and 
superintendents of schools. With the passage of this 
resolution, the teachers colleges gained more 
credibility in the educational community. 
The "normal” atmosphere was also changed when it 
was decided to eliminate the two-year course of study 
and require the more academic four-year program of 
study. Also, for the first time in nearly forty years, 
the Board of Education, in their report of 1939, spoke 
in earnest about changing the strictly professional 
nature of the curriculum. The Board established a 
committee composed of college presidents to investigate 
what changes could be made using the following 
rationale: 
Education should be and must be an 
integrated process and it can never be that 
without teachers well grounded not only in 
method but content as well... Our teachers 
must be cultured men and women, not mere 
technicians, if they are to take their proper 
places in the community life of our Common¬ 
wealth [MBE,1937,p.9]. 
A major change resulted when this committee 
recommended that the entire first three years of study 
be devoted to liberal studies and general education 
courses, with the fourth being reserved for professional 
training in teacher education [MBE,1938,p.10]. This 
change in program marked a dramatic shift in the 
original mission because it put academics and especially 
liberal studies ahead of professionalism. College 
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presidents felt justified with the changes arguing that 
the prime mission of educating teachers had not changed, 
just the focus was to be changed to reflect the type of 
teacher needed for the future. This move towards 
specialization and the liberalizing of the curriculum 
continued into the early 1940s. 
As a result of the state's deteriorating fiscal 
condition, a further legislative commission was 
established in 1940 to determine the scope of 
specialization and duplication of programs at the 
schools, the future mission, and the possible closing of 
some of the schools. The commission concluded that the 
primary function of the colleges was, and should 
continue to be, the preparation of teachers and that the 
schools should remain open. The commission went on to 
say that other types of programs, such as programs in 
the liberal arts, should be offered at different 
institutions public or private [Special Comm.,1941,p.7]. 
The enrollment at the colleges during World War II 
significantly dropped, along with funding as the state 
and country geared up for war. The primary mission 
changed from teacher preparation and academics to skill 
training for war. Many campuses were transformed into 
training centers and the curriculum was expanded to 
teach courses that were relevant to the war effort. 
Buildings on some campuses became USO's and "posts" for 
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the Massachusetts Committee for Public Safety. The 
Hyannis Teachers College was eventually closed in order 
to house the Massachusetts Maritime Academy which was 
moved from the Quincy Naval Shipyard. Fitchburg, due to 
its close proximity to an airport, initiated a program 
to train both civilian and military pilots. On the 
academic side, admission requirements were lowered and 
four year courses were accelerated to produce needed 
teachers. Funding cuts and deferred maintenance caused 
the physical plants to slip into a bad state of 
disrepair by the end of the war. 
D. 1945 to Present: The Original Mission Succumbs 
to an Uncertain Future 
From Teacher Education to Liberal Arts 
From 1945 to the present, the state colleges have 
all but lost their ties to their original mission of 
teacher education. Rather than remaining constant, the 
mission seemed to change every time the state faced a 
fiscal crisis or when the legislature decided to make 
changes. Every time the colleges were given some 
autonomy to make decisions, they seemed to lose it by 
not being able to take charge of their own destiny. The 
influence of the private schools increased dramatically 
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during this period. This had a direct bearing on 
decisions relating to public higher education and the 
state colleges. 
In 1947 the legislature established The Recess 
Commission on Education to study the problems and future 
of public higher education in Massachusetts. The 
Commission had a great impact on the mission of the 
teachers colleges because, for the first time, it 
recommended the establishment of a liberal arts program. 
The recommendation was written as follows: "That some of 
the teachers colleges be expanded to offer two year 
programs in liberal arts, business, semi-technical or 
semi-professional training" [Special Comm.,1948,p.7]. 
This recommendation was not immediately acted upon but 
major questions as to the future role of the teachers 
colleges were being asked by legislators and educators. 
The need for technical and business programs to meet the 
post-war surge in industry was very great. While there 
was still a need for teachers, especially better trained 
high school teachers, many felt that the teachers 
colleges were not meeting the needs of the Commonwealth. 
As a result, one proposed piece of legislation that was 
attached to the Commission's report called for the 
merging of the teachers colleges with the University of 
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Massachusetts. Though it was never acted upon, this 
outlines the fact that the worth of the colleges 
continued to be questioned. 
The saving grace for the teachers colleges at this 
time was the fact that projections indicated the state 
would face a critical shortage of teachers in the 1950s 
and 60s. The House Special Commission Established to 
Investigate and Study Certain Problems on Education In 
the Commonwealth reported in 1951 that there would be a 
need to continue the training of teachers for many years 
to come and that the most appropriate place for this 
training was at the teachers colleges. 
It is interesting to note that, attached to this 
report, was also a Report from Private Teacher Training 
Sources. Representatives from private colleges including 
Dean John P. Tilton of Tufts and Dr. Cyril D. Sargent of 
Harvard recommended that the Commission review the role 
of the teachers colleges in regard to high school 
teacher training. They concluded that "It is doubtful 
whether, because of the extreme shortage of elementary 
school teachers, any teachers college, during the next 
ten years, at least, should devote any part of its 
services to the senior high school needs except for 
special areas..." [Special Commission,1951,p.25]. 
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The Commission did recommend that future 
commissions study the training of high school teachers 
at the teachers colleges. It was felt the University of 
Massachusetts and private institutions could handle the 
training of high school teachers thus avoiding 
duplication of programs [Special Comm.,1951,pp.25-26]. 
Clearly, the influence of the strong private college 
lobby in the state was again at work. The last time this 
was a concern was during the 1890s, when their influence 
forced the legislature to pass regulations that forced 
the normal schools to abandon the training of high 
school teachers. The Commission believed much was 
needed, however, to improve the "haphazard development" 
of the colleges during the previous twenty years 
including proper funding and facility improvements.(8) 
The problem of coordinating the programs and 
mission of all Massachusetts public higher education 
institutions was still a concern in the mid-Fifties. Due 
to increases in the student population brought on by the 
post-war baby boom, the problem of finding qualified 
teachers seemed to increase each year. While there was 
still a need for more teachers, the need for more 
specialized programs in business and the liberal arts 
and science areas was also becoming critical. Private 
colleges were not expanding because they believed that 
they could not maintain the high standards and 
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specialized study with a larger student population. In 
1958, The Special Commission on Audit of State Needs, 
recommended that a system of public community colleges 
be established throughout the state to meet the needs of 
a growing student population. The Commission pointed out 
in its report that the state had ignored public higher 
education because of its well established system of 
private colleges and universities. The Commission was 
quick to point out that expansion in this area should 
not be initiated until the state adopted a higher 
education master plan to address the equitable funding 
and future development of the entire system [Special 
Commission,1958,pp.28-29]. It was reported that in 1958, 
the state ranked 38th in fiscal support for teachers 
colleges as compared with other states. 
Governor Foster Furcolo, in his message to the 
legislature in 1958, supported the Commission's findings 
and urged action be taken to improve public higher 
education. He especially described the need to support 
the teachers colleges, stating that their function was 
vital to the elementary and secondary education of the 
children of the Commonwealth. As a result, he 
accelerated and expanded upon the five-year educational 
program proposed by the Division of Building 
Construction to start the process of rebuilding the 
higher education system. 
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As one result of the completion of this project, 
and due to the need for additional programs to meet the 
needs of a growing state population, the legislature in 
1959 authorized the granting of the Bachelor of Arts 
Degree at the colleges and changed their name, 
eliminating the word teachers. The "Report of the 
Legislative Council Relative to Higher Education" in 
1964 made it clear that the backbone of educational 
opportunity in the state was the large number of private 
colleges. It reported that by 1980 this would change 
greatly with public institutions taking on a greater 
share of the burden. The report also made the following 
observation in regard to liberal arts programs being 
offered at the state colleges: 
Some of these institutions have made 
impressive studies; none of them, however — 
as judged by faculty student ratios, by 
research and library facilities, by the range, 
depth or relative flexibility of present 
careers or advanced training undertaken by 
their graduates — has yet achieved standards 
in the arts and sciences comparable to those 
of most private Massachusetts liberal arts 
colleges or the University of Massachusetts 
[Legislative Research,1964,p.49]. 
The Council recommended that teacher education 
programs include more academic and general education 
courses as a way of enhancing the quality of the 
programs. "Quality non-professional offerings in the 
arts and sciences are deemed to be an indispensible 
i 
ingredient for raising the caliber of applicants, 
74 
curricula and graduates of teacher-training 
institutions" [Legislative Research,1964,pp.47-48] . The 
mission was changed to allow for the establishment of 
specific programs in the liberal arts. Most liberal arts 
departments, however, continued to graduate an 
overwhelming number of teachers. 
In 1965, the Report of the Special Commission 
Established to Make an Investigation and Study Relative 
to Improving and Extending Educational Facilities in the 
Commonwea1th was presented to the legislature. Commonly 
known as the Willis-Harrington Report, this document 
officially recognized that the mission of the state 
colleges should be to provide programs to meet the needs 
of the Commonwealth. The report reiterated the need for 
quality in teacher education and advocated special 
attention be given to newer approaches being developed 
in the field. The Commission made it clear that the 
primary focus of the colleges should remain the 
education of teachers but did recommend the addition of 
new programs of study. The Commission stated the mission 
as follows: 
The state colleges shall provide 
educational programs, research, extension, and 
continuing education services in the liberal, 
fine and applied arts, in the sciences, and in 
other related disciplines through the master's 
degree level. They shall provide a major 
emphasis on the preparation of teachers and 
other professional, educational personnel 
[1965,p.540]. 
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During the late Sixties and Seventies, 
Massachusetts State College presidents attending 
national conferences were confronted with the fact that 
similar institutions throughout the country had 
expanded, or were in the process of expanding, their 
mission to include a broad spectrum of programs in the 
liberal arts and sciences. The presidents, sensing a 
demand for educated persons in the business and 
technology fields, saw that they had an opportunity to 
expand their local campus mission. Local autonomy was 
strong within public higher education which allowed the 
colleges to begin to expand degree offerings into the 
liberal arts area. Another determining factor was an 
increase in lobbying by the faculties, who wanted to be 
considered more "academic" on local campuses, not only 
to include liberal arts courses into the teacher 
education curriculum, but an insistence on their part 
that the colleges offer specialized degrees in the 
liberal arts. An economically solvent state economy 
allowed local campuses to develop such specialized 
programs of study. The Massachusetts State College 
Council of Presidents had the control necessary to 
approve new programs with the final approval coming from 
the Massachusetts State College Board of Trustees. 
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The private sector of higher education was not a 
factor during the Sixties because enrollments and 
endowments were high. The private sector, for the most 
part, was not worried about forecasts of future declines 
in enrollment because they had diversified much earlier, 
offering a selection of degree programs not only in 
education, but also in the liberal arts. Their only 
concern during the Sixties was in regard to state 
appropriated scholarship aid. On this point the 
institutions, through their lobbyists, argued that a 
larger share should go to aid students attending private 
colleges within the Commonwealth. 
The development of the community colleges did not 
hurt the enrollment at the state colleges because the 
community college mission was to provide technical and 
vocational training at the associate's degree level. It 
was not until late in the Sixties that the community 
colleges became an issue and then only in funding 
matters. Due to the need for new community college 
physical plants, a major capital outlay program for the 
state colleges was, for the most part, cancelled with 
funds being deferred to the community colleges. 
The development and expansion of the University of 
Massachusetts during the Sixties proved to be a positive 
influence on the state colleges. The colleges benefited 
as a result of a shirt-tail effect that developed. As 
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the University either secured funds, programs, or other 
helpful legislation, the colleges generally benefitted 
by receiving similar items the following year. One such 
example was the passage of Chapter 75 which gave the 
University autonomy. The next year the legislature 
passed Chapter 76 which gave the colleges the same 
benefits. 
During the 1970s, circumstances were to change 
drastically. The method of funding the state colleges 
based on fulltime equivalency formulas of enrollment 
forced the colleges to look to other academic programs 
to bolster declining enrollments in teacher education. 
The decline was due to a decline in teacher employment 
opportunities and poor teaching salaries. Rather than 
improving teacher education programs and raising 
salaries of teachers, many educators and state leaders 
saw this period as an opportunity to institute new 
programs of study that would better serve the future 
needs of the state. Governor Sargent alluded to this 
fact in a paper entitled, A Great and Thorough Change: 
... If we want to be able to change and 
renew our post-secondary institutions, it will 
be necessary to plan carefully for change with 
lessened growth... The paring away of obsolete 
programs — much of our teacher training comes 
to mind — must get under way without delay if 
we are to develop the new programs that the 
students of the seventies and eighties will 
seek. We must make better use of our physical 
facilities, for the time of rampant construc¬ 
tion is also nearing its end [1972,pp.6-7]. 
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A lack of vision at the State College Board of 
Trustees and infighting among faculities on local 
campuses caused a deterioration of support for the 
institutions during the early Seventies. Education 
faculties at the colleges were concerned with 
self-preservation. Those in the liberal arts and 
sciences were looking to expand their programs and 
facilities. The state college system, charged with the 
responsibility of developing a masterplan for the 
future, had failed its assignment. On November 10, 1972, 
the Massachusetts State College System presented a 
document entitled Toward An Academic Master-Plan for the 
Massachusetts State College System: Framework for 
Discussion to the legislature and colleges. This plan, 
which was to be used as a guide for future planning, 
proved to be nothing more than a rearrangement of 
programs and faculty. This lack-lustre report was met 
with resistance on state college campuses by both 
faculty and administration. The system was floundering 
and, having not been able to strengthen its position, 
had lost further credibility and sense of what its 
mission was. 
During this period, the private sector of higher 
education was becoming more aware of the dangers of the 
expanding public higher education system in the state. 
While some of the more elite schools such as Harvard, 
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MIT, Amherst, and Williams were secure for the time 
being, many other private institutions sensed a need to 
secure a larger share of the in-state student 
population. The new community colleges and expansion at 
the University of Massachusetts were having an impact. 
In the past this was not a concern, but with the 
development of quality institutions in other states, 
rising costs and projections of a declining student 
population, the private sector became more interested in 
Massachusetts public higher education policy. 
The private sector also became concerned with the 
escalating costs of higher education and started to flex 
its influence to gain a share of state appropriations 
for scholarship aid and additional public financial 
support. 
The reduced tension between public and 
independent institutions that characterised 
the 1960s proved difficult to maintain in the 
environment of slackening demand and 
diminishing resources of the 1970s. In the 
early part of the decade the independent 
institutions initiated a campaign to win some 
form of direct state aid and also began to 
push for increased levels of tuition in public 
institutions so that public and independent 
colleges would compete on more equal footing 
for applications from state residents 
[Freeland,1981,p.35]. 
Massachusetts state government, bowing to 
criticism, higher costs, interest in the University of 
Massachusetts and the influence of private higher 
education, started to look at yet another reorganization 
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of higher education during this period. During the 1950s 
and early 60s, while the state colleges continued to 
fight for recognition. President Jean Paul Mather was 
gaining great support in the legislature for funding his 
master plan for the University. 
The need for prompt action to implement 
this plan was urged upon the legislature by 
the president and trustees, and that body 
responded generously [Cary,1962,p.191].(9) 
The rising influence of the private sector in this 
debate can be seen in the comments of the Governor of 
Massachusetts, Francis Sargent. Sargent pointed out that 
Massachusetts had the "nations best developed and most 
distinguished network of private colleges and 
universities". He believed distinctions between public 
and private were eroding and that the private sector 
would need to be considered when addressing state 
appropriations for education. He went on to say: 
I have recently shared with Clark Kerr 
the observation that some of our private 
institutions are now threatened by 
insufficient enrollments, as students elect 
the less costly public colleges and 
universities. We need to develop a policy of 
balanced growth in Massachusetts, so that 
every student can be economically provided 
with a superior education [1972,p.8]. 
In 1974, Michael Dukakis was elected Governor of 
Massachusetts and he came to office with a pledge to 
consolidate public higher education. Dukakis had strong 
ties to industry, especially the expanding high-tech 
sector, and private higher education. This can be seen 
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in the background of those he appointed to commissions 
established to study public higher education in the 
state. Reports from these commissions stressed the need 
to reduce the cost of public higher education. One way 
was by cutting duplication of programs. The state 
colleges were most vulnerable due to the continuing 
decline of interest in teacher education and strong 
support for the university and community colleges. 
The state colleges had no choice but to cut back 
on teacher education programs to allow for the develop¬ 
ment of more appealing programs which were in the 
liberal arts and sciences.(10) Due to continued 
autonomy, the colleges were allowed to develop 
specialized programs of interest to individual campuses. 
Some of these included programs in the fine arts, 
criminal justice, nursing and health fields, business, 
and computer science. Faculty positions in education 
departments were not filled and were transferred to 
other departments. During the Seventies many education 
faculty also transferred to other departments seeing the 
decline in enrollment and support of education based 
programs. New departments and degrees in liberal arts 
areas seemed to develop overnight during this period. In 
his 1976-77 annual report, Chancellor of the 
Massachusetts State College System, James Hammond, 
stressed the need to continue the "strengthening and 
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improvement of General Education Programs and expansion 
of Developmental Skills Services." He further stated the 
mission of the colleges as follows: 
The State College System has a clearly 
defined mission of providing a thorough yet 
comprehensive "grounding" in liberal arts and 
sciences integrated with study and experiences 
in selected professional careers preparing 
students upon graduation for entry into a wide 
range of professional services [MA State 
College System,1976-77]. 
For the first time in the colleges' history, the 
mission was written without any mention of teacher 
education as a primary purpose for their existence. The 
colleges had lost that specialization which allowed them 
to exist without competition from the state's other 
institutions of higher education. 
In the late Seventies, the legislature passed 
resolves establishing a central Board of Regents to 
oversee higher education. As part of this 
reorganization, the state colleges lost the one 
influencing body it had, the Massachusetts State College 
Board of Trustees. Since this reorganization, many 
believe that there has been a lack of interest shown 
towards the state colleges from the chancellor and 
Regents. Toward the close of the Seventies, the private 
sector of higher education increase its influence on the 
Regents through appointments and lobbying efforts. Even 
though the regents do not have any direct control of the 
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private sector, they do establish public education 
policy, which means that any action taken will have an 
effect on private higher education. 
Under the central control of the Regents, has come 
a further reduction in state college autonomy gained 
during the late Fifties and Sixties. It has been during 
the past fifteen years that the Regents and legislature 
have rewritten the mission of the colleges, removing any 
mention of their original mission of teacher training. 
In the place of a mission that defined a specific 
purpose for the colleges' existence has come a mission 
that is full of generalities.(11) This allows the 
Regents and legislature to manipulate the colleges' 
programs as they see fit. 
In summary, the colleges were founded to address a 
need of the time. As the population of the state grew 
and technology advanced, it became apparent that for the 
state to prosper, it had to educate its population and 
especially "free the child from the patterns of behavior 
that were seen as corrupting" [Brown,1988,p.9]. The 
founders of the schools were sincere in their desire to 
improve the condition of the poor in the state. It soon 
became apparent that this noble idea was expanding 
beyond the initial purpose of training elementary school 
teachers. The initial advancement of the schools was 
seen as a threat to many of the state's wealthy who did 
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not want to educate the population of the state to any 
degree higher than that which was needed for them to 
work in the mills of the state. As the years passed, 
"that fear and the concommitant need to mold the 
individual into the regimented world of the factory, 
would come to dominate the schools in two key areas — 
curriculum and the preparation of teachers" 
[Brown,1988,pp.9-10]. 
The original mission of the normal schools was 
written carefully to outline the specific need that the 
schools would address. The mission was limited to 
teaching pedagogy and relevant subject matter for 
teachers of the common schools. It was written by 
legislators and influential persons of the Commonwealth 
who purposely wrote the mission not to conflict with the 
role of the state's private colleges and academies. 
As the Commonwealth reaped the benefits of the 
schools, more and more of the general population came to 
support the schools. This was because the schools were 
seen as a way the poorer classes could improve their 
standard of living. Given the initial success of the 
schools and their graduates, even those who opposed the 
normal schools in the legislature had to succumb to the 
realization that it would be difficult to close them. 
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The schools were allowed to exist and prosper 
within the limited scope of their mission for over 75 
years. The normal schools were not seen as a threat by 
private higher education because of their specific 
mission. When they became a threat, such as the 
expansion of the mission to include the training of high 
school teachers, the legislature refused to support the 
change and necessary funding. In some instances, to 
fight change in the normal schools, the legislature 
reorganized the Department of Education and hired staff 
that was more in agreement with their wishes. 
It was the overwhelming need for teachers in the 
state during the period from 1850 to 1960 that enabled 
the colleges to continue and eventually expand their 
mission to include the training of high school teachers. 
The schools during this period did not control their own 
destiny. The colleges were controlled by industrial and 
legislative leaders who controlled the development of 
the colleges' mission to meet their own needs. The 
private colleges were not prepared or interested in 
assuming a larger role in this area and, though not in 
favor of the expansion, did little to stop it. 
When the colleges invaded the realm of the liberal 
arts, however, private higher education began to take 
more of an interest in the future of the colleges. The 
normal schools had developed strong academic departments 
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needed to raise the skills of those admitted to the 
colleges. The faculty at the colleges promoted the 
expansion of the mission to include degrees in the 
liberal arts because they wanted to be recognized as 
academic institutions and to better serve the needs of 
the state by providing more affordable education. 
Legislators, while aware of both the concerns of private 
higher education and rising costs, saw the issue as a 
political reality and supported the change with limited 
support. 
During the Eighties, the state colleges have 
abandoned their original mission of teacher training to 
a large degree and entered a much more competitive world 
of higher education without the resources or support 
necessary to succeed. The abandoning of their original 
mission, as outlined in this chapter, was not a decision 
made entirely by the colleges. A lack of leadership on 
the part of those overseeing the entire state system of 
public education and political maneuvering by the 
legislature has hampered the development of the colleges 
as well. The state colleges have failed in repeated 
attempts to redefine their purpose within the 
Massachusetts system of higher education.(12) Due to the 
colleges' inability to strengthen their position and 
take a more active role in their destiny, it is now 
state government that decides the future course of the 
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state colleges. The state colleges, without the strong 
support needed to improve their status, have become 
freshmen in a sea of more prestigious upperclass liberal 
arts colleges in the state. Their future will depend 
upon their ability to overcome past injustices and their 
ability to secure a definitive mission which will allow 




ALMS FOR THE POOR: 
THE FUNDING OF THE MASSACHUSETTS STATE COLLEGES 
The cost of providing quality higher education for 
the citizens of the United States has grown with each 
passing year. While most institutions of higher 
education were initially established on some moral or 
religious foundation, economic influences have been 
responsible for most of the subsequent successes, 
failures, growth, and expansion of higher education. 
In Massachusetts, another area where state 
government has failed the state colleges has been in 
providing the necessary funds for these institutions to 
prosper and grow. The purpose of this chapter is to show 
that the state has continuously failed to properly fund 
the colleges. The legislature, rather than providing for 
a system of funding that guarantees a stable flow of 
revenue for the colleges, has taken an approach of 
reacting only after receiving political pressure from 
the state's citizenry. To properly outline the plight of 
the state colleges and to some degree all public higher 
education in Massachusetts, one must first look at the 
history of public funding of education in Massachu¬ 
setts . 
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By 1834, there were over 950 academies and common 
schools in the Commonwealth. Many of the poorer schools 
lacked even the basic means to provide a good teacher, 
proper heat, and a weather tight building. The level of 
instruction in the common schools was very poor. 
Consequently, in February of 1834, a committee of the 
House of Representatives, led by the likes of James 
Carter, proposed an act to establish a fund which would 
equitably assist all schools to raise the quality of 
instruction. The act passed and established what has 
become known as the Massachusetts School Fund through 
the following provisions: 
That all unappropriated moneys now in the 
Treasury, derived from the sale of lands in 
the state of Maine, and from the claim of the 
State on the United States for military 
services, be appropriated to constitute a 
permanent fund for the aid and encouragement 
of common schools [Emerson,1869,p.33]. 
This fund was primarily to be used to assist local 
communities in establishing and raising standards in the 
common schools. Due to the large number of schools 
established in the state, a shortage of qualified 
teachers soon developed. As we know, the normal schools 
were established to address this specific need. Their 
initial founding was controversial. For a variety of 
reasons, many local leaders and legislators voiced their 
lack of support. Two reasons were fear of losing control 
of the schools and concerns about continued funding. 
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The legislature authorized a total expenditure of 
$10,000 towards the first three years of operation of 
the three normal schools. This appropriation was only 
passed after a challenge was made to the legislature by 
Edmund Dwight, a local businessman, who agreed to donate 
$10,000 if matched by the legislature towards the 
founding of the schools. As success of the first schools 
became known, many communities in the state soon 
requested that a school be established in their area. 
The legislature, sensing an opportunity to meet local 
demands without substantially increasing funding, 
offered to establish a school in a community if the 
community was willing to assume a portion of the cost of 
operating the school. 
By an arrangement made with the 
inhabitants of those towns, respectively, 
liberal contributions were made by them, and 
were procured from inhabitants of the towns in 
their vicinity, for the purchase of apparatus 
and libraries, and the fitting-up of school 
rooms and boarding houses, on condition that 
the schools should be maintained in said 
towns, for the space of three years... 
[MBE,1842,p.13] 
In 1840, as the last trial year of the schools 
approached, the Massachusetts House of Representatives 
Education Committee took up the subject of the future of 
the Board of Education and normal schools. The majority 
of the Committee, bowing to pressure from certain 
interest groups such as religious conservatives, those 
in support of private academies and school-masters, 
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questioned the need of continuing the schools and Board 
of Education. One such argument in the majority report 
specifically outlined many legislators sentiments on the 
future of normal schools and funding issues saying," 
Academies and high schools cost the Commonwealth 
nothing; and they are fully competent, in the opinion of 
your committee, to furnish a competent supply of 
teachers" [Gordy,1891,p.52]. 
The normal schools and Board of Education survived 
the attack on a House vote of 245 to 182. The minority 
report in favor of the schools pointed out how 
successful the schools had been in spite of the small 
appropriations which the state had provided for their 
operation. While many wealthy and influential people in 
the state were not on the side of the schools, those in 
support, such as Carter and Horace Mann, were able to 
muster enough state financial support to continue 
operation of the schools [Norton,1926,pp.267-268] 
During the 1840s and 50s, the three normal schools 
received adequate funding to maintain operations. While 
the need for specific items at individual schools became 
issues for concern, such as a lack of dormitory space, 
enrollments were excellent. Private contributions were 
required to offset the lack of requested appropriations 
from the legislature. The normal schools also benefited 
when the school fund was increased to allow for the 
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rising expenses of all schools in the Commonwealth. By 
an act passed in 1854, the school fund was enlarged to a 
million and a half dollars. This was accomplished as a 
result of the transfer of 2,944 shares of Western 
Railroad Corporation stock to its treasury 
[Emerson,1869,p.33] In 1869, George B. Emerson in a 
lecture on Education in Massachusetts gives an account 
of how the fund was to be used. 
One-half the income of this fund is 
annually distributed among the cities and 
towns of the State, in proportion to the 
number of children in each, between the ages 
of five and fifteen years;' on condition, 
however, that no apportionment shall be to a 
town or city which has not raised by taxation, 
for the support of schools, during the 
previous school-year, a sum not less than one 
dollar and fifty cents for each person between 
the ages of five and fifteen... From the other 
half of the income of the School Fund must be 
paid 'all money appropriated for the 
educational purposes', such as the support of 
the Normal Schools, schools for the blind, for 
the deaf and dumb, for feeble-minded 
persons,etc. [1869,pp.33-34] 
The success of the three schools resulted in an 
ever increasing demand to admit more students. As a 
result, it became apparent that more schools would be 
necessary. The City of Salem requested the establishment 
of a normal school in 1854. As was seen in Chapter I, 
the state agreed to establish the school only after the 
City of Salem agreed to fund the majority of the initial 
costs of construction and operation. 
93 
By the end of the 1850s, the success of the schools 
started to impact on the surrounding communities. The 
better trained teachers and improvements in the common 
schools resulted in a generation of better educated 
children who wanted to continue their education beyond 
the grade school. The demand for teachers continued to 
grow as more students were attracted to the common 
schools. The need for better facilities and the 
establishment of more schools became a major area of 
concern as student populations at the schools reached 
capacity. 
In January, 1857, the Board of Education reported 
that the entire appropriation of the legislature for the 
four normal schools located at Framingham, Bridgewater, 
Salem, and Westfield amounted to $12,800 for the year 
1856. The schools were becoming desperate as both a lack 
of facilities and proper pay for teachers became 
critical. Bridgewater's Board of Visitors cited low 
salary as the reason for the loss of one of its 
assistant teachers. The Visitors pointed out that the 
normal schools could not keep qualified teachers if 
salaries were not raised. "It is very desirable that 
sufficient encouragement should be offered in the form 
of salary to secure the best talent in the place of 
assistants in the Normal Schools" [MBE,1857,p.12] 
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This same sentiment can be found in the report made 
by the Board of Visitors at Salem, who spoke of the need 
to raise the pay of its principal and the need for 
apparatus and library equipment. The Westfield Board of 
Visitors, while thanking the legislature for the funds 
needed to renovate its classroom building, also spoke of 
the need for teaching aids and staff. They thanked the 
legislature for their new building but pointed out that 
the school drastically needed scientific equipment and 
other teaching supplies. The Board also pointed out that 
the school had to turn students away due to the lack of 
teachers. The Board outlined that "salaries were less 
than those offered in high schools in the state." They 
ended this portion of their report by asking,"Should not 
the State be as liberal to its model schools for whose 
instruction Normal pupils are to be prepared by the 
State?"[MBE,1857,p.26] To round out the reports of 1856, 
the Principal of Framingham Normal School closed his 
report by requesting funds for additional library books. 
He pointed out that the books the school did have had 
been "obtained by begging" [MBE,1857,p.26]. 
The concern over the lack of proper funding of the 
schools was echoed again in detail in the 24th Report of 
the Board of Education. The report outlined the fact 
that the schools had survived only as a result of 
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private donations. These donations were used to 
supplement the small allocations made by the state. 
Funds were desperately needed to improve the 
condition of the schools. The Board outlined in detail 
the fact that expenditures for the state's prisons, 
almshouses, and reform schools were far greater than 
those for the normal schools. It appealed for increased 
appropriations for the schools, pointing out that the 
schools were funded from invested funds not tax 
revenue.(13) It is clear that even after twenty years of 
operation and a fine record of performance, the schools 
still did not have the support of the legislature.(14) 
During the early 1860s, the schools felt the 
economic effects of the Civil War. While enrollment 
remained high, the number of male students declined. 
Funding during this period remained tight and the Boards 
of Visitors continued to request allocations for 
improvements in the physical plant, equipment, and 
salaries of teachers. The economic hardships continued 
for the schools after the Civil War as well. Enrollments 
increased but appropriations for the schools were not 
forthcoming. In 1869, the Board of Visitors to 
Framingham made a plea for funds to buy general 
literature books and Salem's Board, citing overcrowding 
and unsafe conditions, requested appropriations for a 
new classroom building. 
96 
In spite of the lack of proper funding, the state 
Board of Education, in January of 1971, advocated the 
establishment of a new normal school to be located in 
Worcester. The Board acknowledged that the addition of 
this school, while training more teachers, would not 
meet the increasing demand in the Commonwealth and that 
funding needed to be increased. The Board criticised the 
legislature for continuing their practice of funding 
construction of normal school buildings solely from the 
school fund. One case outlined was the enlargement of 
the Salem Normal School at a sum of $25,000. Because the 
legislature failed to pass a special act for its 
construction, the cost had to come from the total normal 
school allotment of the School Fund spread over a period 
of three years. The Board pointed out that by allocating 
a majority of future normal school resources to 
construction, the legislature was leaving no money for 
emergencies, future program growth, and future expansion 
of the system. For example, when a roof blew off a 
building at the Framingham Normal School, the Board of 
Visitors reported that a member of the Board had to 
donate the money to have it repaired [MBE,1871,p.7]. The 
Bridgewater Normal School's Board of Visitors ended its 
report by reiterating its position. 
Expenses incurred for buildings and other 
permanent improvements, should be met by other 
means at the disposal of the State, or 
directly by additional taxation; not by a 
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measure which must stunt the resources and 
cripple the efficiency of our educational 
institutions in future years. 
[MBE,1871,pp.7-8] 
The state Board of Education continued to attack 
the legislature when the legislature decided to defray 
the cost of boardinghouse construction. The legis¬ 
lature attempted to do this by providing that the in¬ 
terest on the principal be taxed to students. The Board 
reminded the legislature that students were generally 
poor and this tax could force some to drop out of the 
schools. The Board stated, "Their professional education 
is, therefore, a public benefit, and it is unjust for 
the State to impose upon them any burdens, in addition 
to the necessary expenses of their education" 
[1871,p.9]. 
The Board of Education recommended that the 
legislature reverse its decision and assume, not only 
the debt on the boarding-houses at Framingham, and 
Bridgewater, but also assume the debt on the normal 
schoolhouse at Salem. It also recommended that the 
legislature furnish funds to build a new boarding-house 
at Westfield. The Board believed that the time had come 
for the state to absorb a larger share of the cost of 
the normal schools. Essentially, what the state was 
doing was to invest monies intended for the normal 
schools to raise money for the general fund of the state 
treasury. While the state realized a gain of 
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approximately one hundred thousand dollars, the normal 
schools received little benefit. The Board closed its 
argument saying,"... it is obviously unworthy of a 
liberal and enlightened Commonwealth, to engage in gold 
and stock brokerage at the expense of educational 
institutions, whose efficiency is thereby seriously 
impaired" [1871,pp.9-10]. 
Due to the Panic of 1873, the period from 1874 to 
1881 saw no marked improvement in the economic plight of 
the schools or state in general. Since the funding of 
schools was the major share of the tax burden in 
Massachusetts, appropriations for all public education 
and teachers' salaries were primary areas that were cut. 
Robert Brown in his book entitled, The Rise And Fall of 
Peoples Colleges: The Westfield Normal School 1839 to 
1914 outlines the effect on normal schools. 
The normal schools shared this economic 
crisis with the rest of the state. In the 
first place, economic hardship kept many 
students from attending. Westfield's 
enrollment dropped to 115 in 1879, and again 
did not reach post Civil War levels until the 
twentieth century. Framingham dropped below an 
enrollment of one hundred and even Bridgewater 
and Salem, the largest of the schools, had an 
enrollment problem. The budgets of all the 
schools were cut in 1877 and in 1878, with 
salaries for faculty at Westfield declining by 
a third. The total Westfield budget was 
twenty-five percent below what it had been in 
1875. In 1879 salaries were again cut, with a 
repeat in 1880 [1988,p.63]. 
During this period, the Board of Education made 
repeated requests to the legislature to change the 
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method of funding the schools and increase appropria¬ 
tions to them. The legislature, rather than reacting to 
the Board's concerns, established two more schools 
during the period bowing to political pressure. The 
Board, in 1876, pointed out that these schools were 
established by the legislature and not the Board of 
Education. The Board reminded the legislature that, 
while the income portion of the school fund was 
$78,814.94, the legislature had passed appropriations 
amounting to $106,800. 
Due to the lack of action taken by the 
legislature, the Board decided to recommend proposals to 
change funding patterns for the schools. One proposal 
was for the establishment of a tax to help fund the 
schools. The Board, in its argument, outlined the 
history of the school fund. It pointed out that, as of 
1874, the half of the school fund allotted for other 
educational expenses, which included the cost of 
operating the normal schools, exceeded available funds 
in the amount of $11,356.19. The Board concluded its 
position by proposing: 
...that the school fund be increased, or 
that a half-mill or quarter-mill tax be 
assessed upon the real and personal property 
in the State liable to taxation, the proceeds 
of the same to be applied to the advancement 
of popular education. The Board again 
expresses a decided preference in favor of a 
half or quarter of a mill tax for the purposes 
of education [1877,p.7-10]. 
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The Board of Education made yet another urgent 
appeal for legislative action in 1880. Due to the fiscal 
problems of the state, it again recommended a tax for 
education as the fairest method of appropriating 
necessary revenue. The Board acknowledged that the 
state's economy had called for fiscal restraint. The 
report outlined that funding for the normal schools was 
significantly cut, while allowing for the continued 
operation of the schools. The Board urged the 
legislature to pass legislation authorizing "that a 
small tax be levied on the property of the State, for 
the relief of small towns" who could not support the 
burden of their public schools. The Board pointed out 
that unless action was taken, it would have to withhold 
funds for the normal schools given the "uncertainties of 
annual legislation" and condition of the school fund 
[1877,p.7-10]. 
As the legislature and Board grappled with the 
funding question, the physical plants of each school 
deteriorated more each passing year. It was not until 
1888 that the legislature appropriated money for the 
erecting of new classroom buildings and the repair of 
others. The schools experienced a period of "good times" 
through most of the 1890's as outlined in the 61st 
report of the Board in 1898. In this report, the Board 
spoke of the blessings received from the legislature. 
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The Board cautioned the legislature as well on the 
future need to increase funding to maintain the four new 
schools established in 1895 and the five original 
schools. It justified continued funding for the schools 
saying, "It is the duty of the normal schools to seek 
out the best and to possess it — to do this not in the 
spirit of a follower waiting for the judgment of others, 
but in the spirit of a leader aiming to direct 
others"[1898,pp.189-90]. 
In looking at their first sixty-three years of 
existence, one finds it hard to find an extended period 
of time when the schools received the necessary funds to 
operate. The state initially gave more funding to 
private institutions than public and continued to make 
large contributions to some through the nineteenth 
century. This was done as leaders of the public and 
normal school movement had to continually plead, beg and 
embarrass the legislature to provide the funds to 
establish and maintain schools. Brown points out that, 
while "normal school pupils obtained a few dollars to 
defray the expenses of their training," they were to 
have to take a position that paid less than the cost of 
such training [1988,p.83]. 
As the Board continued to beg for help to provide 
the necessary fiscal support for the normal schools, the 
legislature required the fund to support private higher 
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education as well. From 1853 to 1866, the legislature 
granted a considerable amount of scholarship aid 
amounting to $30,000 to assist students at private 
institutions. Brown outlines the legislature's support 
for private higher education during the last half of the 
nineteenth century as follows: 
In 1859 Tufts was granted $50,000; 
Williams, Amherst, and the Wesleyan Academy 
were each given $25,000 to establish a 
permanent fund for scholarships. In 1896, the 
Worcester Polytechnic Institute was granted 
$50,000 and, in 1896, a further act of the 
legislature provided for an annual scholarship 
grant of $3,000. In 1887, MIT received 
$100,000 with a further $122,000 in 1895. The 
purpose of these grants was to provide 
teachers for the high schools, but evidence 
suggests that none of the recipients became 
teachers. The only private college grant 
benefiting the normal schools was established 
in 1880, when eight scholarships were 
established at Harvard's Lawrence Science 
School. In the first year half were granted to 
Westfield graduates, the rest to Bridge- 
water. All these scholarships were restricted 
to males [1988,pp.83-84]. 
Legislative support of private higher education can 
be seen in contributions to these scholarship funds. 
Because of laws which prohibited the direct support of 
private institutions with tax money, the legislature 
used these scholarship funds as a legitimate way to 
assist these colleges. 
The normal schools entered the twentieth century as 
respectable institutions graduating quality teachers. To 
their credit, the family and staff, along with their 
private supporters and Board of Education, had built the 
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schools to this level of respectability without proper 
fiscal or legislative support. Brown sums up the lack of 
fiscal support for these institutions during this 
period: 
As a practical result, from the day of 
their foundation, when Horace Mann had to sell 
his law library and Nicholas Tillinghast had 
to use part of his own salary to hire a 
teacher for the practice school, the normal 
schools were starved for operating expenses... 
During the first twenty years of their 
existence, the total expenses of the four 
schools, including buildings, was less than 
$200,000. It was not until 1890, with six 
schools, that total annual operating cost 
exceeded $75,000 [1988,p.81]. 
A. A New Century, An Old Problem 
As the colleges entered the twentieth century, the 
schools were asked to accept more students even as 
funding issues continued to hamper their operation. The 
Board continued to warn the legislature on the future 
needs of the schools. It reported that while the ten 
schools at the moment were functioning well, "it is for 
the legislature to see to it that their usefulness is 
not curtailed by the mistaken economy of insufficient 
appropriations" [MBE,1900,p.11]. 
In 1912, the Board reported that faculty salaries 
had not changed to any degree during the previous ten 
years. Salaries were extremely low in comparison with 
those of high school teachers who in many cases had 
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higher salaries. The principals of the normal schools 
only received $3,000 per year, with a maximum salary for 
male faculty set at $2,500 and women faculty at $1,500. 
Instead of increasing the budgets of the schools to meet 
this need funds were transferred from maintenance 
accounts [MBE,1912,pp.33-34]. 
During the next twenty years, the schools had to 
rely on small appropriations as the influences of the 
Depression and World War I were felt. The schools 
complained about the small appropriations for the care 
of buildings and low teacher salaries. During this 
period the schools were not funded equally. Westfield 
Normal was one school that was hardest hit by the lack 
of fiscal support. 
By the late 1920s, the school could no 
longer afford to print its catalog. Type¬ 
written, mimeographed copies were produced 
which had to suffice for more than a year's 
service. From 1931 to 1946, no catalogs at all 
were produced. Maintenance of the buildings 
ceased, and within two decades, both Dickinson 
Hall and the main classroom building were 
declared unsafe for habitation 
[Brown,1988,pp.121-122] . 
During the remainder of the thirties, the schools 
which were renamed State Teachers Colleges in 1932 
continued to survive in spite of continued attacks on 
their effectiveness and lack of appropriate funding. 
In 1940, the Massachusetts Federation of Taxpayers 
filed a report on "The Effect of Diminishing School 
Enrollment on the Massachusetts State Teachers College 
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System". This report, coupled with the findings of a 
special legislative commission studying the 
effectiveness of the schools, eventually led to a 
recommendation to close Hyannis Teachers College. The 
commission recommended that given the uncertainty of the 
future demand for teachers, a policy of caution should 
be followed in regard to closing additional schools. It 
is interesting to note that while the legislative 
commission supported the concept of teachers colleges as 
a whole, the legislature in general was receiving 
pressure from private institutions that were concerned 
about enrollments and jobs for their graduates 
[Brown,1988,p.124]. 
Another factor which needs to be outlined is the 
fact that the teachers colleges were not the only public 
institutions of higher education that required part of 
the education budget. The growth and development of the 
Massachusetts Agricultural College led to its develop¬ 
ment into a state college in 1931. It was officially 
incorporated as a university under Chapter 561 of the 
Acts of 1947. As the concept of universal education took 
shape, many in the state felt that this institution 
should become the primary public institution in the 
Commonwealth. With this support came increases in 
funding and a strong lobby that has allowed the 
University of Massachusetts to develop into a nationally 
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recognized center of higher education. In the future, 
attempts by politicians would be made to incorporate the 
state colleges into the University of Massachusetts. 
During World War II, all priorities and interest in 
the colleges was diverted to the war effort. Major 
portions of the state budget went towards war related 
activities. Though the colleges remained open during the 
war, enrollments declined and many college campuses 
became training centers for the armed services. When the 
war ended, the state was again faced with the task of 
rebuilding the schools after years of neglect. 
All had deteriorating facilities; 
Westfield's were so bad that their condition 
was given as a prime reason for the failure of 
the school to be accredited. The reputation of 
the whole system had sunk so low that Life 
magazine identified Massachusetts' public 
higher education as one of the worst systems 
in the nation [Brown,1988,p.125]. 
The legislature established The Recess Commission 
on Education in 1947 to study the future of public 
higher education. One faction of the legislature wanted 
to close some of the state colleges, while another piece 
of proposed legislation attached to the Commission's 
report called for the merging of the colleges with the 
University of Massachusetts [Special 
Commission,1948,p.74]. This act was defeated but the 
commission did recommend that the legislature strengthen 
the teacher-training programs, repair physical plants, 
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and offer two-year programs in the liberal arts, 
business, and technical areas. 
As the debate over the future of public higher 
education continued, the legislature, during the 1950s, 
established a number of committees and commissions to 
study and make recommendations for the system. Due to 
the situation at most state colleges, much of the 
discussion, while dealing with teacher preparation and 
programs, centered around the issue of funding. In 1951, 
the Special Commission Established to Investigate and 
Study Certain Problems on Education in the Commonwealth 
made a number of observations in regard to the state 
colleges. One observation was that facilities at the 
colleges were less than equal. Some colleges had 
excellent facilities while others were inadequate to say 
the least.(15) The Commission reported, "There is 
evidence sufficient to demonstrate beyond doubt that 
both plant maintenance and capital outlay for teacher 
training institutions in the State are matters more of 
political pressure than of need" [1951,pp.26-27]. 
In the area of fiscal resources, the Commission 
pointed to a number of procedures which hampered the 
appropriate funding of the colleges. The Commission went 
on to report, "the budgetary procedure with respect to 
the teachers colleges is one of the principal handicaps 
under which they work. No educational institution can be 
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run efficiently under the limitations which the present 
budgetary control methods impose" [Special Commission, 
1951] The Commission pointed to the fact that the 
colleges had to prepare budgets based on "actual need", 
which meant that when "across the board" cuts were 
necessary, the colleges were directly affected and had 
to cut programs. The report also condemned the procedure 
of spreading expenditures throughout the year. The 
commission also stated that the established practice of 
requiring the colleges to anticipate every expense one 
year in advance was nearly impossible. The Commission 
recommended changes in the budgetary process and due to 
the increasing need for teachers in the commonwealth 
recommended further study of the state colleges.[Special 
Commission,1951,pp.25-31]. 
As the debate continued on public education, the 
legislature established two additional commissions to 
further study the state colleges. One commission urged 
that the teachers colleges receive more funding. This 
was mainly due to the need for teachers and the lack of 
interest on the part of private education to expand 
their teacher training capabilities. Commission findings 
led to one of the largest capital outlay appropriations 
in the history of the colleges [Special Commission, 
1955,pp.5-19]. The second commission pointed out the low 
national ranking (48th) the state had in 1954 for fiscal 
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support of public higher education. It especially 
highlighted the 38th ranking the state had in relation 
to support for teachers colleges. As a result of their 
findings, the commission urged that a plan be developed 
to improve capital outlay and faculty development 
[Special Commission,1958,p.30]. 
Governor Foster Furcolo in a message entitled,"The 
Responsibility of the Commonwealth in Higher Education", 
supported both the findings and recommendations of the 
Special Audit Commission. 
I do not believe that the Commonwealth 
has fully discharged its responsibility to 
these institutions by providing adequate 
financial support or by increasing public 
understanding; nor have we met our respon¬ 
sibility as parents and as teachers to the 
young people of the Commonwealth by 
communicating to them the educational 
opportunities which await them at these 
institutions [1958,p.8]. 
Furcolo urged an acceleration of funding and 
capital outlay projects at public higher education 
institutions. The legislature, reacting to these 
reports, allocated funds for capital outlay projects, 
program development, and increased faculty and staff. 
As can be seen, the 1950s was one of the few times 
in the history of the teachers colleges, and public 
higher education in general, where the legislature 
sufficiently funded the needs of institutions. It must 
be said, however, that out of the three major types of 
institutions — universities, teachers colleges, and 
110 
community colleges — the teachers colleges were the 
least funded of the three. It is clear that much 
interest was beginning to be funnelled towards the new 
community colleges. As the 1960's progressed, this 
interest was to become realized in the establishment of 
a new highly funded community college system. Also, 
during the Fifties and Sixties, the legislature and 
Department of Education spent much time and debate over 
reconstructing the hierarchy of the educational system 
in Massachusetts. One reason for the lack of support of 
the teachers colleges was that the Department of 
Education, especially the Commissioner, controlled the 
colleges. While other public institutions had fiscal 
autonomy and boards of trustees that were exempt from 
Department control, the state colleges had to 
communicate to the legislature and public through the 
Commissioner. 
With the help of Senator Kevin Harrington, a bill 
was passed in 1963 giving the colleges both fiscal 
autonomy and their own board of trustees. Ian Forman 
reported in an article in the Boston Globe what the bill 
did for the colleges: 
First, instead of being the equal of the 
school lunch program in the Department of 
Education, the state college group is now the 
equal of the University of Massachusetts. The 
colleges for the first time have their own 
board of trustees... the fiscal autonomy bill 
gives the state college presidents, through 
their new board of trustees, the power to 
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transfer funds within their budgets after the 
legislature has decided on the total budget. 
Prior to this, the presidents had to try to 
clear every transaction over $20 through the 
red tape of State House bureaucracy. What the 
Massachusetts state colleges gained already 
has been achieved by nearly all state colleges 
in the nation [1963,p.l]. 
Robert Healy, a political editor for the Boston 
Globe, continued to highlight the plight of the state 
colleges in his 1963 article entitled, "State Colleges 
Fight for Budget." He pointed out that the Senate was 
forcing Governor Peabody's hand in funding matters. In 
the article, he stated that the per pupil cost at state 
colleges was less than at some high schools. He also 
outlined that the accreditation at some of the colleges 
was in jeopardy. Healy blamed the Department of 
Education for the "shabby treatment" shown towards the 
state colleges [1963,p.11]. 
When one examines inequities in the public higher 
education system in Massachusetts during the sixties and 
seventies, one only has to compare the budget appro¬ 
priations of the University of Massachusetts and state 
colleges in relation to their student populations. For 
the fourteen year period from 1960 to 1973, the state 
colleges surpassed the university in total student 
population while the total operating budget of the state 
college system was drastically less. For example, in 
1960, the state colleges had 2,002 students more than 
all university campuses combined but their budget was 
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$3,293,166 less. In 1973, the state colleges enrollment 
was 3,358 students more than the university while the 
budget was $30,194,290 less than the university 
[Murphy,1974,pp.84-87]. 
In 1965, the legislature established a commission 
to study and recommend a new organization and plan for 
higher education in Massachusetts. This commission, 
commonly referred to as the Massachusetts Education 
Commission, was responsible for establishing many 
policies and premises related to public higher education 
that are still in place today. This Commission 
established the present course for community colleges 
and proposed major increases in funding and capital 
outlay programs. The Commission recommended major 
funding for state colleges, citing that facilities at 
many state colleges were so inadequate that many high 
schools in the Commonwealth were far better off. The 
report led to the passage of the Willis-Harrington Act 
which saved public education. It especially helped the 
state colleges by recommending changes in the budgeting 
process and mission [Special Commission,1965,p.104]. To 
the detriment of the state colleges, the educational and 
political leadership was convinced that the state needed 
to have a first-class state university. As will be seen 
in Chapter IV, there was little concern or interest on 
the part of these individuals in the state colleges. 
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During the early 1970s, many of the recommendations 
of Willis-Harrington were implemented including the 
upgrading of facilities, hiring of new faculty, and 
construction of the community college system as it is 
known today. This act saved the state colleges from 
being closed and gave them more recognition. 
With the expansion of public higher education came 
the reality that to maintain the system, increased 
funding would be necessary. This was not to happen, 
however, because the state during the 1970s started to 
face budget problems. The state colleges were again 
placed in a position of defending their existence. 
As the demand for teachers eroded in the 
1970s and, as economic problems returned to 
Massachusetts, there was once again a call to 
abolish, reduce, or at least to restructure 
those long-suffering schools. Once again the 
old refrains of inadequately-prepared students 
and insufficient faculties, weak faculty, and 
general confusion of purpose were resurrected 
[Brown,1988,p.126]. 
A working paper from the Massachusetts Executive 
Office of Education called for the establishment of five 
educational regions in the Commonwealth with a 
university at each region's focal point. This was seen 
as a means to improve efficiency of the system because 
it would provide quality education without duplicating 
programs. The plan called for each institution under the 
university to become subservient to it. Funding as well 
as academic programs were to be controlled at the 
university level. This could have spelled disaster for 
the state colleges except that this report never became 
more than a draft proposal [MA Exec. Office Ed. 
Affairs,1977,pp.64-68]. By the end of the 1970s, the 
colleges were again overcrowded, facilities and 
faculties were strained and funding was down. 
B. The Eighties and the Future 
In 1981, a number of seminars known as the Alden 
Seminars were held to discuss issues related to higher 
education in Massachusetts. From the remarks of Robert 
Corrigan, Chancellor of U/Mass Boston, one can sense the 
influence of private education in the public higher 
education system and the sad state of public support of 
education in the Commonwealth. Chancellor Corrigan spoke 
of the funding of public higher education and the 
renewed interest on the part of the citizens of Massa¬ 
chusetts in education: 
The first public sector issue that comes 
to mind is that of finance. Massachusetts has 
an international reputation for the quality of 
its education. Despite the pre-eminence of the 
private institutions, a look at the public 
sector shows we rank forty-ninth or fiftieth 
in our per capita support of public higher 
education. I heard the President of the 
University of Chicago complaining that she had 
only three hundred thirty million dollars to 
run her university. The Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts is running thirty campuses this 
year on that same budget.... If people who 
historically would have used the private 
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sector are turning to the public sector, it 
shows that they must feel reasonably assured 
of the quality of the educational experience 
available to them. Without being overly 
critical of the public sector, I would suggest 
that Massachusetts needs to do a good deal to 
improve the quality of public higher education 
in this Commonwealth if we are going to serve 
the citizenry properly [Corrigan,1981,p.12]. 
These two remarks set the stage for the 1980s and 
the widening conflict between public and private higher 
education in Massachusetts. During this time, the 
private colleges began to take even more of an active 
roll in determining the fate of public higher education 
and themselves in Massachusetts. 
The legislature, sensing a lack of leadership in 
the Department of Education and shortfalls in state 
revenue, consolidated the separate state boards of 
trustees of the different segments of public higher 
education into one super Board of Regents and appointed 
its first Chancellor in 1981. Under this plan, local 
boards of trustees were allowed to remain in place to 
make recommendations to the Regents and set local 
policy. With this merger, the state colleges lost 
support because instead of having a state board of 
trustees as advocates, they only had representation on 
the Regents. 
As part of the legislature's agreement with higher 
education, the legislature agreed to let the regents 
take complete control of the higher education budget. 
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This however did not happen. Even before the new Regents 
had a chance to begin work, the legislature pressured 
it into closing Boston State College and merging it with 
the University of Massachusetts Boston Campus. This 
"clustering" approach was to help reduce duplication at 
institutions thus cutting down the size of the higher 
education budget. 
Many in the state called foul and accused the 
regents of "bias toward political and budgetary" rather 
than academic considerations. Muriel Cohen, in a Boston 
Globe article in 1981, outlined the problem as one of 
Regents priority setting. Cohen went on to say that the 
problem with public higher education "is apparently 
being compounded by a majority of the regents who seem 
to be promoting the interests of their own high tech¬ 
nology and private college organizations more vigorously 
than the interests of students at the state's public 
colleges and universities" [1981,p.26]. It is fair to 
say that as the state faced major fiscal problems, 
leaders of the growing high tech industry and banking 
influenced their constituents on the Regents to cut the 
size of public higher education to defer tax increases. 
As a result of budget cuts on campuses, Worcester State 
College closed its secondary education department in 
1981 and drastically cut the size of the elementary and 
early childhood departments [Dunphy,1981,p.1] Other 
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public colleges and universities had to take similar 
action to balance cuts in funding from Boston. 
Robert Jacobson, in a Boston Globe article in 
February of 1982, quoted an expert on public higher 
education who referred to the legislature's handling of 
higher education as "the worst example of legislative 
meddling he's ever seen." He referred to the "cluster¬ 
ing" of Boston's four public institutions, the failure 
of the legislature to allow the Regents to control the 
future of higher education and the influence of private 
higher education in policy matters as examples. 
Jacobson, in his article, points out that while all 
institutions faced budget cuts, some institutions 
received more severe cuts than others. The University of 
Massachusetts, according to the article, faced fewer 
cuts than did the state colleges or community colleges. 
Jacobson also pointed out that public colleges could not 
get a "fair shake" given the background of most 
legislators. He quotes Richard M. Fontera, Dean of the 
Faculty at SMU as saying: "You can hold an alumni 
meeting of Boston College on the floor of the 
legislature and excuse very few members" 
[Jacobson,1982,p.1] 
In 1987, Governor Dukakis proposed a new funding 
plan of nearly one billion dollars for public higher 
education. Of this figure, the colleges ranked third in 
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proposed appropriations with the universities receiving 
323 million, community colleges receiving 199 million 
and state colleges receiving 178 million. Again in 
January 1988, he called for a 440 million dollar capital 
outlay program for Massachusetts higher education 
[Curwood,1987,pp.1,27]. Coupled with this plan came a 
new scholarship plan from the Regents for the entire 
higher education system public and private. This plan 
also called for an increase in tuition over five years 
at public institutions. The scholarship plan, due to its 
content, would provide more scholarship aid for students 
opting to attend private colleges. He also proposed a 
rise in tuition which many felt would make the private 
institutions more appealing to students due to national 
reputation and amounts of aid available to them. 
The Dukakis proposal stalled in the legislature and 
faced severe cuts due to the deteriorating condition of 
the Massachusetts State Budget. Because of projected 
shortfalls in revenue, Secretary Frank Keefe, in May of 
1988, removed all funds left in public higher education 
institution budgets earmarked for capital projects and 
all unencumbered funds. He did this at night through the 
state financial computer network without the knowledge 
of institution officials who learned about the sweep 
when they activated the system at their institutions the 
following day. With increasing state budget problems, 
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the increasing influence of private education, and 
knowing the past history of funding, it is easy to see 
that state colleges are again becoming vulnerable to 
attack. 
In summary, from the beginning of the normal 
schools through their evolution to state colleges, one 
can see a pattern of funding abuses towards these 
institutions. Many of these abuses were the result of 
political and regional influence. Politicians fought for 
the prestige of having colleges in their districts. 
Those districts with the most influential legislators 
tended to have better funded colleges. Legislators were 
also influenced by the wealthy. This group included 
industrial leaders who supported the colleges only as 
tools to create a better educated work force for their 
mills. Their allegiance was to private education where 
they had been educated. When the colleges tried to 
expand their educational role, this group used their 
influence to curtail funding and programs thus 
attempting to limit the threat of a better educated 
population. While some periods of abuse resulted from 
national and world political situations, it can be seen 
that the state colleges seemed to fare the worst in 
comparison to other Massachusetts institutions of public 
higher education. 
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As the colleges moved into the twentieth century, 
the same political bias that hampered the colleges 
initial development was still in existence. Only the 
players had changed. Pressure came to bear from industry 
and politicians who wanted to maintain the status quo 
and keep state spending in check to avoid over-taxing 
industry. The state colleges were viewed as a place to 
cut appropriations to better serve the other segments of 
the system. The development of the University of 
Massachusetts, and a desire on the part of many to make 
this the premier institution in the system, funnelled 
money away from the state colleges when the colleges 
served a larger student population. One primary reason 
for this seemed to be the need to provide engineering 
and other specialized programs after World War II. The 
large numbers of returning veterans and the increasing 
number of women who were going to college were also 
major factors. Given the influence of the Morrill 
Land-Grant Act and the lack of respect on the part of 
legislators and educators shown toward the state 
colleges, the University of Massachusetts was given 
priority. 
The lack of leadership at the Department of 
Education during this century and more recently the 
Board of Regents has brought shame to the entire system, 
causing a major lack of credibility to exist in public 
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higher education. With the influence of private colleges 
and industry growing in regard to state higher education 
policy, the state colleges continue to be the most 
vulnerable segment of the system. As funding continues 
to decrease, the state colleges will have to continue to 
defend and fight for their continued funding within the 
system of public higher education in Massachusetts. 
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CHAPTER IV 
POLICYMAKERS' PERCEPTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION 
IN MASSACHUSETTS WITH EMPHASIS ON THE 
MASSACHUSETTS STATE COLLEGES 
In Chapter I, we learned that at one time the 
Massachusetts State Colleges were the pride of the 
Commonwealth and were used as models for many other 
institutions established throughout the country. We 
learned in later chapters that this distinction was to 
be shortlived as serious questions continued to arise in 
regard to the role, mission, and funding of these 
colleges. 
After 150 years of what one could term a shabby 
existence, and given the present plight of public higher 
education in the Commonwealth, one has to ask the 
question: How do the state's policymakers view the state 
colleges? The purpose of this chapter is to answer this 
question by examining the perceptions of four leaders 
and policymakers in the Commonwealth. The chapter will 
show that, given the perceptions of these leaders, there 
is no secure, agreed upon vision as to the present or 
future worth of the state colleges within the Common¬ 
wealth's system of public higher education. 
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In order to gain the insights of these individuals, 
two-hour interviews were held with each leader. A series 
of approximately 35 questions was prepared in advance 
and asked of each person to get his views on higher 
education in the Commonwealth and specifically his views 
on the state colleges. Each person interviewed is 
presently holding, or has held, a highly influential 
position in higher education or state government. Given 
the need to obtain candid perceptions and opinions, each 
leader was guaranteed that his name would be kept 
confidential. In order to identify them within the 
context of this chapter, they will be referred to as 
Community, Private, University, and Politician. 
Community is a community college president who has 
considerable experience in higher education both as a 
college president and political leader. He is also a 
product of public higher education in Massachusetts and 
has been a resident of the state for his entire life. 
Private is a native of the Southern Eastcoast who 
attended both public and private institutions toward his 
quest for a PhD. in Philosophy. His career was mainly in 
the publishing industry, where he worked as an editor of 
a prestigious business publication. He came to 
Massachusetts after being selected to be a vice- 
president of a major private university. He presently 
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represents the interests of private higher education in 
the Commonwealth. 
University has had experience as a CEO at a number 
of public colleges and universities in the Commonwealth. 
He is an established professor and educator in his own 
right who decided, after many years of governmental 
service and teaching, to become a college administrator. 
Politician has been both an educator and politician 
in the Commonwealth during his career. He gave up 
teaching to pursue a political career in Massachusetts 
which led him to assume some of the most prestigious 
positions in state government. During his 25 year 
political career, he was an advocate for education 
working closely with educational leaders to enact major 
legislation to improve all levels of education in the 
Commonwealth. 
The interviews are broken down into five major 
areas for purposes of clarity and comparison of percep¬ 
tions. The areas are: The mission of the state colleges, 
the politics of higher education in the Commonwealth, 
the funding of higher education, the role of the state 
colleges, and the role of private higher education. 
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A. Mission 
Chapter II showed that the mission of the state 
colleges, once established as teacher education, was 
changed with the passage of time as a result of outside 
influences. During the interviews, I asked a series of 
questions on the mission of the state colleges and who 
decides the mission of the state colleges. 
University was the first to be interviewed. We met 
in his office and I found him to be understanding of my 
quest and more than willing to answer my questions as 
completely and honestly as possible. When I asked him if 
he thought the state colleges had a mission his response 
was, "Yeh, I think so." Wanting more of an answer I 
continued to pursue the mission question. 
Interviewer: We know what the mission of 
the university is. We know what the community 
colleges mission is. The state colleges used 
to be teacher education, what is it now? 
Interviewee: "I think the mission is — I 
think what you have is to build on is a 
strong liberal arts base. I think you have to 
do that. And then I think there is going to be 
professional programs that fill niches. 
Criminal Justice and even business. Hell, 
UMass isn't gonna feel threatened by it. 
You've got a good program at Westfield but 
they aren't going to feel threatened. First 
off they have the MBA program and they have 
over 5,000 people trying to get in. So you 
just take the pressure off. There is no 
animosity there. In fact, I feel we could have 
a lot more cooperation between the business 
school at UMass and our business program down 
here. But anyway,that's the niche I see for 
the state colleges." 
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After this exchange it became obvious that 
University was having a problem trying to clearly define 
the mission of the state collegese. In fact, my sense 
was that he wasn't sure they had one of significance. 
The primary concern he continued to elaborate on was the 
number and quality of the state colleges. I continued by 
asking if the colleges had made a mistake by abandoning 
the primary mission of teacher education. He said, "It 
was a wise move. I think we're anomalous in Massachu¬ 
setts. I don't think it was a mistake. The way they are 
changing the teacher training program you are not going 
to have one. You would be legislated out of existence in 
another 3 to 4 years." 
I changed the subject and asked if it wasn't the 
legislature that decided the state colleges mission. He 
said, "I don't think so. I don't think anybody is. 
That's the truth. I think you are giving the legislature 
too much credit. I don't think they pay attention to 
it." I told him I thought they did it through funding. 
He responded by saying: 
Well, your constituents don't work for 
you very well because they are not close 
enough to you. They know about the community 
colleges. And they know what the university is 
because its got big pressure. And here is this 
little thing in the sticks, they don't know 
what it is. Plus you've got a hell of a 
range. The range between the best state 
college and the worst state college is equal 
to the difference between SMU and the 
University of Massachusetts. 
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I would say that, given his answers. University's 
perception of the mission of state colleges could be 
written as follows: To provide programs in the liberal 
arts and professional programs to fill the need for 
trained individuals in certain vocations and to provide 
programs that can absorb students that cannot be served 
by the University of Massachusetts. 
When Community was asked about the mission of the 
state colleges, he was more emphatic in his response. I 
asked him if he could tell me what the mission of the 
state colleges was. 
No. The state colleges have not defined 
their mission as a system. Now individual 
state colleges may have defined their mission 
to their individual board of trustees and to 
their students but it is not well perceived 
what the mission of the state colleges is. As 
a group they have not done it in my opinion. 
I asked him if he perceived any other weaknesses 
the colleges may have besides not defining their 
mission. His answer surprisingly returned to the 
subject of mission and elements he felt needed to be 
included as part of the state colleges mission. 
One I think to define their mission. Two, 
they ought to decide and clarify how many they 
are going to educate. Pick out a number, not 
enrollment caps but that is what we do and 
this is what we do well. And this is who we 
are serving. This is one part of defining a 
mission. Having clear objectives and 
articulating them to legislators. 
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Community was also asked if the legislature 
controlled the mission of state colleges through funding 
practices. While agreeing in principle that the 
legislature did control the mission, he put the blame 
back on the colleges for not representing their 
interests. 
Well I think you can make a case that 
they do control the mission through funding. 
No question about that. I think we are all 
competing for the legislature's attention... 
We're competing with all other parts of state 
government and often times we're not heard. 
Now, one of the things we have, we think we're 
so good that everybody ought to recognize it. 
One of the egotistical nonsense things in 
public higher education is that we think we 
are perfect so therefore everybody defacto 
ought to recognize it. 
When asked if the colleges had made a mistake by 
moving away from teacher education, Community's answer 
was quite different from University's. 
That was their expertise. That is what 
they were good at. That is what I think they 
should have continued to be the best at. When 
they jumped into the other areas, they 
certainly got that mission nullified and 
confused. I'd be happier to see them more 
intense but better. Now that may mean smaller 
but doing what they do very well. 
Interviewer: My sense is they made a 
mistake pulling away from education. Given 
the number of liberal arts institutions in the 
state, can they succeed? 
Community: "Well, I think I would agree 
with you. I would even say nine because Mass 
Art and the Maritime are different. I think 
the others should have stayed primarily the 
best type of teacher institutions with the 
best type of innovation they had and the best 
clout they had in that area. I would have 
liked to see that happen." 
129 
Interviewer: Do you think they were 
scared into going into the liberal arts given 
the fiscal realities of the time and pressure 
from the legislature? 
Community: "Sure. I think institutional 
survival was at the crossroads of part of it." 
Community had experience and a great deal of 
information about the closing of Boston State College. I 
was curious to find out if a lack of mission might have 
been a factor in the closing of this particular state 
college. I was surprised to find that I was right to 
some degree. 
I think there are a lot of politics and 
dynamics of it but mostly Boston State didn't 
know what it was, where it was going. It had a 
major emphasis as I can remember, on graduate 
education in their division of continuing 
education. It had no idea of its service role 
or that it had a service role to poor city 
residents of the city of Boston. Boston State 
was closed by being ignored more than anything 
else...Boston State was looked at in the late 
seventies as a very narrow focused sleepy 
little kind of school that trained teachers. 
Once that the commitment was made for a UMass 
Boston, Boston State became a fly in the way 
of the bulldozer of UMass coming to Boston. 
Politician had a frightening response to the 
question I posed to him about the mission of the state 
colleges. Outside of this one response, Politician was 
more concerned about the role of the colleges, funding 
issues, and other areas that will be discussed later. I 
asked if he thought the colleges had a mission and he 
said: 
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Some specific ones obviously do. We know 
what the Maritime Academy does and we know 
what the College of Art does. The others, 
well, and I want to choose my words carefully 
because I happen to think that a number of 
them do an excellent job. But I don't think it 
is clear to the legislature or to anyone else 
as to what they do. I think that the 
perception is that if a talented young student 
can't get into Amherst, the University of 
Lowell or whatever, then they go to the local 
state college and I think that's unfair 
because I don't think that's the reality. But 
having said that I'd be hard pressed to give 
you a clear definition myself. 
Private, when asked to give his perceptions of the 
different segments of the public higher education system 
in the state, spoke of the state colleges in relation to 
the amount of Pell Grant money they receive and in 
relation to the number of minority students they enroll. 
He pointed out that the state system gets a majority of 
Pell Grant money. This fact, he pointed out, has a major 
impact on specifically the state college system from a 
"competitive point of view". He went on to say that 
independent colleges have a better record on accepting 
Community college students than the state colleges and 
credited this to the state colleges mission. "I have a 
notion as to why that is, but what it is, or that a 
person like me thinks it is, suggests to me that state 
colleges are really very vague about their mission and 
very clearly their mission does not include picking up 
people from community colleges, that is my opinion." 
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Private continued by giving his perceptions of the 
state's public universities spending the majority of 
time on UMass and Lowell. He pointed out that for just 
UMass to compete with other Carnegie Classified Liberal 
Arts One Public Institutions, the state would have to 
appropriate at least $550 million for improvements to 
plant and faculty. He returned to the mission of the 
state colleges. 
I must tell you that I am as confused 
about their mission as when I started three 
years ago. Clearly, they educate people. 
Clearly, they are comprehensive in the 
Carnegie meaning of that term. They are not 
dominated anymore by producing teachers. I 
don't remember the degree data, but they 
obviously are very much in the business kind 
of programs. 
Private went on to point out that compared to the 
independent sector, the state colleges had a very poor 
record of recruiting minority students. He pointed out 
that this type of attitude would not be tolerated by 
private institutions regardless of the excuse. He 
inferred that this possibly said more in relation to the 
state colleges' mission. 
...it doesn't tell us anything about 
intention, and it doesn't tell us anything 
about goodness of people, because I'm 
absolutely convinced that the people running 
the system are as good and as ethical and as 
committed to these social goals as I or 
anybody else, but it probably tells us that 
there is a level of confusion about what 
they're doing. When I say that, I feel that I 
am damning out of ignorance when I really 
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should not, but I do not know what the mission 
of the state colleges is. 
Private believed that the Regents was responsible 
for establishing the mission in the state but felt that 
it should be the primary business of the individual 
college, president, and local board of trustees to 
decide the mission. "In my world, that would be an 
axiom." 
When I asked if the colleges made a mistake by 
de-emphasizing teacher education he said that the new 
teacher certification would have necessitated change on 
the campuses. I pointed out that many other normal 
schools, while expanding, had kept strong ties to 
education. His response was, "Well that seems to me 
entirely appropriate. I mean that was your business." He 
pointed out that traditionally, the state colleges 
always did a better job of attracting and graduating 
teachers at the undergraduate level. At the graduate 
level the independents always fared better. Given the 
new teacher certification and requirements for advanced 
degrees he felt that the private sector was in a better 
position to handle the new regulations. "It is not clear 
to me that your undergraduate departments can be 
automatically transformed into graduate departments in a 
meaningful way. So you have a leadership challenge on 
each campus to find ways to get into the graduate/ 
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masters degree business in a significant way — new 
teacher certification.” 
After interviewing these leaders it became obvious 
that Clark Kerr's observation was right in regards to 
defining the mission of the state colleges. No one 
person could define the mission. Each had ideas about 
what the mission should or should not be. This is 
important because any organization in order to be 
successful has to have a well defined mission. The 
mission acts as the backbone of the institution and 
guides everything from design of the physical plant to 
services rendered to students and academic program 
offerings. Without a strong mission the colleges become 
vulnerable to interpretation and attack by more well 
established institutions. It is interesting to note at 
this juncture that the only two state colleges that 
anyone could affix a definitive mission to were the 
Massachusetts Maritime Academy and the Massachusetts 
College of Art which by design have had a well defined 
mission for most of their existence. Many in the state 
believe that these two schools would be the first 
victims if the state were to reorganize and streamline 
public higher education, primarily because their 
missions are too specific. On one hand, there are 
complaints that state college missions are too ambiguous 
while on the other hand, those that have specific 
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missions are in danger of closing. As will be seen in 
the next section, the role of the state colleges is as 
clouded and confusing as is their mission statement. 
B. Role 
In looking at the role of the state colleges, I 
wanted those interviewed to give me their perceptions of 
how different segments of the state's population viewed 
the colleges. Specific questions dealt with how the 
citizens of the Commonwealth, the interviewees, private 
higher education and the legislature viewed the state 
colleges. 
Private's perceptions were of interest especially 
since there seems to be a perception among those in 
public higher education that the private sector is the 
enemy. I wondered if their view was the same. First I 
asked what his view was of public higher education in 
the state. He told me that his view had changed over the 
years: 
I guess I began in my believing that the 
community college system and the state college 
system and the university system, all three 
systems, each had a mission that was related 
to how I would understand the mission of a 
junior college of a comprehensive college and 
of a research, PhD. granting university. On 
our side, the liberal arts college, 
particularly liberal arts one colleges using 
the Carnegie Classification, and we are, of 
course, in a very distinguished liberal arts 
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one place this afternoon (Amherst College), 
are really not like anything in any state 
system anywhere. It is an animal that states 
have not found it convenient to finance. So I 
began by thinking that there was a significant 
commonality. There is not a significant 
commonality I believe now. 
Private went on to say that community colleges 
seemed to be designed more like proprietary schools. He 
also said that he didn't know what state colleges were 
doing and that the university, while underrated, needed 
massive amounts of aid to compete with similar public 
institutions. I continued by asking Private how his 
constituents viewed the state colleges. 
Every college competes with 12 to 20 
colleges. Westfield State does not compete 
with the University of New Hampshire and Anna 
Maria does not compete with Harvard, but Anna 
Maria with 12 to 20 places, and Harvard 
competes with 8 to 12 places, and the 
competition is in fact in these highly 
segmented markets. So the colleges that I 
have, that are in segmented markets where 
there is a state college, which is a factor, 
will feel very strongly about the role of that 
college in their submarket and its subsidized 
price and that is all I'll here about that.... 
UMass Amherst is a major competitor 
for most of my institutions. I do not know 
because they do not tell or they have not told 
me. I do not ask. I have not heard my colleges 
talk about state colleges or specific state 
colleges as competitors the way they talk 
about UMass Amherst. UMass Amherst clearly is 
doing very well in Massachusetts high schools. 
With respect to our relations with the state 
colleges, I don't hear people talking about 
that. 
It was clear from this answer, that Private 
believed independent institutions of similar size saw 
the colleges as more of a direct threat than larger 
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institutions. While Private considered UMass to be a 
threat to all independent colleges and universities, it 
will become apparent later in this chapter, that the 
state colleges do contribute to the overall threat when 
issues of funding come into play. I asked Private how he 
thought the legislature perceived the state colleges. He 
went on to say, "I think the legislature's perception is 
that the state college is nonexistent. That is a 
terrible thing to say, because what I mean is that I 
think the legislator has a perception of the college in 
or closest to his district and my sense is that they 
don't think of a system at all." 
I asked Politician the same question and received a 
similar response. This shocked me, because politician 
had first hand knowledge of the legislature's feelings 
and if this were the case, the future of the state 
colleges I believe, is as shaky as their past. He said: 
I don't think that the legislature looks 
upon the state college system generically in 
any precise form. I think they look upon the 
University of Massachusetts as doing specific 
things, the University of Lowell and SMU and 
so forth. Then when they get to the state 
colleges, I think they tend to isolate them. 
They look upon the Maritime Academy, they look 
upon the Mass College of Art, they look upon 
Fitchburg, but then I think they tend to lump 
North Adams, Westfield, Salem, Bridgewater, 
Worcester, and so forth, into a lump. And 
that's been the problem the state colleges 
have faced ever since we moved them into 
multi-purpose colleges back in the early 
sixties because one questions what is their 
mission. It has raised the question for a long 
time, should they not be melded into the 
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University of Massachusetts... I haven't been 
close to it as I should, so this is an 
uninformed opinion, but my instinct is that 
the state colleges would be better off in the 
long run if they were to become branches of 
the University of Massachusetts. 
It is interesting to note that Politician singled 
out Fitchburg. The reason for this I believe is the fact 
that the President of Fitchburg State College is highly 
political and has very good relations with many members 
of the legislative branch. He has stood the test of time 
and in doing so has helped the reputation of his 
institution. 
I closed this section of his interview by asking 
him what he thought the perception of the citizens of 
the Commonwealth might be. I specifically asked if he 
thought they still viewed the colleges as teacher 
training institutions. He said: "Generally speaking, I 
think that they do. Yes." I asked if he felt the 
colleges were not doing a good enough PR job. He 
responded by saying: "Again, I think the answer is 
mixed. Some aren't selling themselves at all. Some have 
tough town/gown relationships and some do well. Some are 
popular and some are not." 
University also believed that the state colleges 
were not perceived as having much of a role in the 
public higher education system in the Commonwealth. I 
first asked him what the relationship was between the 
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state colleges and university when he arrived at UMass 
in 1966. He said: 
It wasn't. The University of Massachu¬ 
setts and the Board of Trustees spent more 
time with the relationship with the five 
colleges than we did with the other public 
institutions. In fact, I can't remember much 
discussion at the trustee level or at the 
administrative level except when we had the 
transfer compact with the public colleges. The 
state colleges were never thought about. 
I went on to ask if he or the university ever 
perceived the state colleges as a threat in any way. He 
said: "No. I don't think anybody today thinks that. At 
the university. I'm not saying they aren't, but I don't 
think anybody thinks about them. And they never thought 
about them in a structure." I went on to ask if his 
personal perception had changed over the years in regard 
to the state colleges, either positively or negatively. 
His answer was interesting because he placed some of the 
blame for the colleges problems directly on the 
college's faculty using his present faculty as an 
example. He said: 
Both. It changed positively because I 
really think they are better than — I think 
state colleges spend too much time feeling 
sorry for themselves and that's bad when it 
permeates all the way down. I think they're 
better than they think they are. But also I 
think they are worse in some areas than they 
think they are. If I had to say anything I 
would say that the union mentality has hurt 
the state colleges more than it has hurt the 
university. This is because the union came 
along later. After they had a collegial 
relationship between the faculty senate and 
everything else...Here (state college) the 
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union has given up a hell of a lot_I've read 
the contract language and I can't find 
anything — this faculty should be setting 
academic policies, this faculty should be 
deciding curriculum, this faculty should be 
setting the academic calendar, they aren't 
doing anything. The governance, which is that 
All College Committee, its nothing. 
I closed by asking him what he thought the percep¬ 
tion of the state colleges was in Boston, specifically 
at the Regents and Legislature. He spoke of the Regents 
perception in this way: 
As a system, not very much. To show you 
how they think about the state colleges, two 
of those institutions shouldn't be there. 
Mass. College of Art shouldn't be a state 
college and the Mass. Maritime shouldn't be. 
They threw them in there cause they said we 
don't have any other place to put them. The 
perception in the state is that the state 
colleges, now that is changing not because of 
the Regents and not because of what we've 
done, the Council of Presidents, the 
perception is that these were state teachers 
colleges that just changed and they still have 
a huge major component of teacher training and 
there is some liberal arts. This is the 
opposite of what it is. 
In regard to the legislature, University's answer 
was just as negative. He said: "Individual legislators 
I can go to maybe but they don't pay any attention." 
University felt that the state colleges didn't have a 
chance at support from the legislature because in most 
cases there were not enough votes at the colleges to 
make a legislator's time worthwhile. In reality, 
University said that the local representative may not be 
the one the college should be seeking for support. It 
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should be the legislator who has the most constituents 
attending from his/her district. 
As I interviewed Community in relation to the role 
of the state colleges. Community always wanted to 
compare them to the other segments of public higher 
education. I started by asking what the relationship was 
between the state colleges and other public segments 
when he arrived at the community college as president. 
He said: 
The community colleges were always in the 
position of the new children on the block. 
They were always in a position to strive for 
better relations with the four year schools 
because often times the community colleges 
wanted something only the four year colleges 
had. Such as the ability for articulation and 
transfer. UMass Amherst has gone out of its 
way to say that there has been a special 
relationship with Community College and with 
almost all the other community colleges. I 
think the state colleges weren't really clear 
what their mission was. They were more 
concerned, more distrustful of the community 
colleges than the university. It may have been 
their paranoia of what they were about. 
Community went on to say that the community 
colleges didn't perceive state colleges as a threat. He 
believed it was the other way around. As the colleges 
became stronger in the liberal arts, the state colleges 
had to compete with the established liberal arts 
programs at community colleges. This caused some 
dissension especially when it came to transfer agree¬ 
ments. This was not the case he said between the 
community colleges and the University of Massachusetts. 
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I asked how the Regents, legislature, and other 
public institutions viewed the state colleges. I asked 
if they were viewed as troublemakers and his response 
was: 
No. I think the state colleges, the 
perception of the state colleges has improved 
in the last five or six years. They were 
looked at at one time as having a weak 
mission. I think in comparison to the 
community colleges and the universities they 
are the low people on the totem pole. The 
community colleges, now, nobody has delivered 
in terms of dollars, but in terms of public 
perception, I think there is more warmth for 
community colleges. There is an acceptance 
that we need a strong university and the 
state colleges get lost in the shuffle by the 
governor, legislature, and by the board of 
Regents... The state colleges are viewed as a 
second choice and as a middle tier. Not in 
the same light as the university, and 
certainly not a community college, a way 
station. 
It seems that, as was the case with mission, the 
state colleges are not perceived to be well-defined, 
strong members of the public higher education system. 
Much of the blame seems to be placed on the colleges 
themselves. Rather than working to improve their image 
and improve their reputation with the legislature, 
Regents, etc. it seems as if the institutions spend too 
much time feeling sorry for themselves. Faculty 
complacency, according to University, is one of the 
major problems. Also, the colleges cannot expect to 
succeed or improve if they do not attempt to gain the 
ear of the legislature and Regents staff. 
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C. Funding 
It was difficult to address funding issues in 
relation to just the state colleges. I found I had to 
talk in large measure about the funding of all public 
higher education in general. I began by asking 
Politician if the access to public higher education was 
being threatened by the rising costs of higher education 
and present state fiscal problems. He responded by 
saying: 
Yes, it does, but it shouldn't. I 
question the number of administrators in 
public higher education. Seriously question 
the number of administrators. I want to throw 
up when I read that they may not be able to 
hire enough faculty members. When was the last 
time we read about an administrator being 
laid off and taking that salary of 
fifty-thousand dollars and hire two faculty 
members. I mean that's my basic complaint in 
the bureaucracy of public higher education, we 
can't let any of our pals go. 
Politician went on to say that he felt higher 
education had a problem in not being able to get rid of 
the deadwood in the system. Rather than fire an incom¬ 
petent faculty member or surplus administrator, the 
system attempted to protect them. At this point I felt 
like discussing waste in the legislature but refrained 
in order to keep from getting Politician too riled. I 
asked if the old system of budget dealing in the state 
between college presidents and the legislature had 
stopped. He said that it had but that budget dealing had 
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helped to build the system. Influential politicians had 
institutions of special interest that they highly 
supported. By doing so, there was a trickle down effect 
that helped some of the other institutions as well. 
What took its place was the Regent's Unified Budget. 
Politician put it this way: 
Now, I don't want to argue that that's 
the best system; that's just the system that 
was there. In order to get away from that, 
and in order to be fair to all the state 
colleges and, for that matter the university, 
I think the unified budget that the Board of 
Regents put forth, has stopped almost all of 
the back door politicing. Now, having said 
that, let me say that my dear friends at the 
University in Amherst have never once stopped, 
in 32 years I've been around trying to break 
up, weaken, and destroy the centralized Board 
because they know, if it is a weakened board, 
then in a table of equals, there is always 
one person that is stronger than all the other 
equals and that's Amherst. Given the 
opportunity tomorrow morning, in my judgment, 
the University of Massachusetts at Amherst 
people, trustees, would press a button and 
wipe out all the other institutions for their 
own aggrandisment. 
Every question I raised in regard to funding seemed 
to be answered by Politician using the argument that 
there is waste in the system. Even when I suggested that 
many in the state colleges are scared of losing numbers 
for fear of losing funding, Politician continued to 
speak of fat in the system. He strongly believed that 
the colleges could do with some thinning of personnel. 
He was just as adamant about maintaining quality which 
he thought could be maintained by better financial 
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planning. I felt as if he were speaking with a forked 
tongue. In one portion of the interview he was concerned 
about quality and raising the level of respectability of 
state institutions and in another he talked of 
overstaffing in administration and faculty. 
Private was concerned with the overall perception 
of the cost of higher education in the state. He 
believed that the state should outline the true costs of 
public higher education and not just list what it costs 
after the state applies its subsidy. 
Due to its enrollment this year, the 
subsidy of Roxbury Community College is 
$12,500 a student. If that student got an 
$800 state scholarship, and a $1,200 PELL, 
and borrowed $2,600, we are up to $17,100 in 
taxpayer money, state and federal, to send 
somebody to Roxbury Community College. It 
better be pretty bloody good. 
Private went on to say that people are always 
criticizing the cost to attend private schools such as 
Harvard. He said it is unfair because the citizens of 
the Commonwealth, in his view, don't understand that 
they are paying similar costs to send someone to UMass. 
He believes that the state needs to have both a state 
system of higher education and a private system. The two 
systems must be financed in a more rational way. He gave 
the following example: 
...the one thing that drives my guys up 
the wall, I will get tons of phone calls, Joe 
Duffy's PR people produced a document in 
which they quoted the Chairman of Liberty 
Mutual who had three children go through UMass 
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Amherst as a cost-effective education. But, 
of course, it was cost-effective. You got 
about $75,000 worth of taxpayer subsidy - put 
in social terms. Should the residents of 
Roxbury or Chicopee have their sales tax 
increased by 20% in order to ensure that the 
Chairman of Liberty Mutual's children shall go 
to the University of Massachusetts and receive 
$75,000 worth of subsidy. 
When I asked if he thought the state should fund 
more of the cost of private higher education, Private 
made an interesting observation, not as a member of 
private higher education, but as someone who was an 
outsider to Massachusetts. 
Number one, the state should adequately 
support higher education period. How you do 
that needs to be thought about seriously. One 
of the things I think that the state sector 
does not fully recognize is that this is a 
society. Massachusetts has a society which 
does not take education seriously because it 
has always gotten it for free... I have tried 
to understand the strange relation of 
Massachusetts' society to education in general 
and higher education in particular. I will 
give you an illustration of where I am at the 
moment... There is an old joke about the young 
woman who married a Beacon Hill Brahman who 
went to her first tea party. She was from 
New York and at this tea party she was the 
only woman present without a hat and she felt 
embarrassed. At the end of the tea party, she 
went up to what she felt was the most 
approachable of the Dowagers and she said, 
pardon me, where do you buy your hats? There 
was a long and puzzled pause and the lady 
responds with, my dear we don't buy them, we 
have them. That is the Massachusetts attitude 
toward education, we don't have to buy it, we 
bloody got it. And it stands in the way of 
properly funding the students at independent 
institutions and it stands in the way of 
properly funding the students at Westfield. 
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Community tied the funding of public higher 
education back to the mission of the institutions. He 
said while the mission of an institution must be decided 
at the local campus level, it was up to the legislature 
to fund that mission. If the legislature in 
Massachusetts does not fund public higher education, 
they are in essence not funding one of the major pieces 
of the mission of public higher education which is 
access. 
If they don't give you the dollars then 
they really destroy the mission. So they are 
in effect saying that the mission is to be 
second rate. The mission is to deny access 
and the mission is not to provide quality. By 
their policies of the last few years, that's 
exactly what they are doing. 
University was the only one of the four to address 
the question directly and in relation to the state 
colleges. When I asked if he believed that the state 
colleges were receiving a fair share of the budget he 
replied by talking about one single college. 
Yeh. If you add it all up. I think state 
college is hurt by the fact that it has to 
share it with eight others. I think if you had 
four, I think our budget would be different. I 
think we could then have our graduate 
education funded. I think we could raise the 
quality of the faculty. I think we have done 
pretty good on the physical plant. I don't 
know how we have done that. 
In summing up the funding of the state colleges, 
there seems to be no clearcut aspect of funding that can 
be agreed upon by those interviewed except that the 
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state is not doing enough. While Politician believed 
that the unified budget saved the state colleges from 
financial ruin at the hands of the university of 
Massachusetts, Private believed that the state, through 
its funding policies, was being unfair to the 
independent sector. Community felt funding should be 
tied to mission and University felt that the number of 
state colleges should be reduced, allocating the present 
budget to the remaining four colleges. 
D. Politics of Higher Education 
On this topic I wanted to get perceptions on the 
role of state government on higher education, the effect 
of lobbying, and the perceptions of those interviewed on 
what makes a successful college president in Massa¬ 
chusetts. By understanding the politics of education, 
one can see the difficult time ahead for the state 
colleges and understand why the state colleges have had 
such a hard time establishing their credibility as 
institutions of higher education. 
I first asked Private if he felt that the state 
colleges lost clout when the legislature reorganized 
higher education in the late 60s', early 70s'. Specifi¬ 
cally I asked if the colleges were hurt when they lost 
their own State College Board of Trustees. Private 
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responded by saying that he wasn't sure. He believed 
that each college was individually active in lobbying 
the legislature. He didn't believe the colleges left 
that to the Board of Regents. This is interesting 
because as will be seen from the other interviews, the 
state colleges do not lobby as much as they should. 
When I asked Private about the lobbying the 
Association of Independent Colleges and Universities in 
Massachusetts (AICUM) does in the legislature, he was 
quick to defend it. He said: 
We are not, you should not believe all 
the paranoia, we are not, in my view, a 
powerful lobby. I'm not trying to say we 
don't. We work very hard at it. I hope we work 
intelligently. We have to make decisions. We 
have to prioritize things and we win or we 
lose in the legislature. But in no sense do 
we write our own ticket. 
I asked if he felt AICUM was well received by 
legislators. He said that they were generally but in no 
way did AICUM control the education process. 
The legislature sees the state as its 
own, and hence, it is protective of it. The 
legislature is protecting the state's system. 
We try, it is not a question of try, we 
assidously stay out of, we don't do any 
lobbying on the sides of state colleges of 
anything — that's your business not ours. We 
do lobby as hard as we can for more financial 
aid money and it is certainly true that some 
people of the state college system and other 
elements in the state system believe that all 
the money should go to state institutions or 
students of state institutions and we object 
to that and make whatever argument we can. 
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I pointed out to Private that the perception of 
those in the public sector was of an organization with 
much more power than he was alluding to, especially in 
the legislature. He said, "We are going to fight as hard 
as we can in the Ways and Means Committee absolutely. 
I don't know if we will win, but we will certainly bring 
every resource we have to bear to winning. If that means 
the Board of Regents loses then that is just tough 
shit." He went on to say that in some ways the 
legislature uses education as a political tool. This, he 
felt, was especially true at the community college level 
where, for no good reason, branches of community 
colleges or colleges themselves have mysteriously sprung 
up in certain legislative districts. He pointed out, 
"...every member of the legislature believes that his 
district will be improved by an institution of higher 
education. He would persecute it once it was there, but 
it would be better if he had one". I continued by asking 
him if AICUM had any influence on the Board of Regents. 
Private responded by saying, "I would say we have nil 
influence. I know some people who think that they hop to 
our every whim, but that is not the way we see it." I 
asked if he felt the Regents was effective in its task 
of overseeing higher education. He said, "As far as I 
can tell, the Board of Regents is a hopelessly 
conflicted organization. Its regulatory power, its 
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administrative powers and its scholarship powers are, it 
seems to me, in conflict with each other.” 
I changed the subject to get his feelings on what 
makes a good college president, specifically in 
Massachusetts. I asked if he felt a college president 
needed more of a political or academic background to 
succeed. Private said it depended on the time but, in 
his world, politics would translate into fund raising. 
"Institutions go through cycles. You need builders that 
will build buildings and you need people that will come 
in and do interesting things in those buildings... Any 
president needs to be at some level essentially a 
political person because his relations with the faculty 
are also political." 
In my interview with Politician, I wanted to get 
his feelings on why it is that the legislature continues 
to interfere in the job of the Board of Regents. Many 
articles in the Boston Globe have criticized the 
legislature for not giving the Regents a chance. 
Politician's reply was: 
That's called control. That's designed to 
force everyone in higher education back in 
the mode of the supplicants to House Ways and 
Means and to the Legislature. They want 
control at all times. They don't want the 
independents — that's why the Chancellor's 
salary is set by the Legislature, not by the 
Board of Regents... The Massachusetts 
Legislature forever has operated as a giant 
school committee. They don't want to operate 
like most other states where they just put out 
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the budget and then walk away and say your the 
educators go ahead and educate people. 
I asked if that was a good practice. He responded 
by saying, "No. I don't think it is good but it is a 
political reality in this state. I don't think it is 
ever going to change." I continued by asking Politician 
if higher education in the state was too political and 
he said it was. He felt that by handling it at all it 
was too political. He thought it would be better to 
follow what other states had done. Politican clarified 
this by saying in this state that would be impossible 
given that our tradition was different. He spoke, 
interestingly enough, not about the state college 
tradition but that of the University of Massachusetts 
and its fight for status in its attempt to compete with 
the strong roots of private higher education. "So 
against that background and that framework, the 
University was considered to be sort of a political 
stepchild, an interesting hay and grain place." 
He went on to say that politics continues in the 
public higher education system itself. He pointed to the 
fights for institutional fiscal autonomy in the sixties. 
UMass received fiscal autonomy with the help of state 
college presidents, especially Fred Meyer at Salem, in 
getting legislative support for this action. The next 
year, when the state colleges asked for help from the 
University for the very same reason, the University 
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responded by saying, "We can't get involved because it 
might somehow endanger our own fiscal autonomy." 
Politician has a great concern about the politics of 
higher education and especially the role of the 
University towards the state colleges. "That is what has 
driven me crazy for twenty-five years about the 
University of Massachusetts. Not their quality, great 
University. But the way they treat the state college 
system makes me want to throw up1" 
Lastly, I asked Politician for his feelings on what 
makes a good college president. Should the president 
have more of a background in politics or academics? His 
years of service in the legislature I'm sure influenced 
his answer. In this state, given his experience, he may 
be right. He said: 
I think he needs to know enough about the 
academic life, so that his role in selecting 
the academic vice president, deans and so 
forth is not impaired...You use the term 
politician. I would use the term manager or 
spokesman for the institution. I think that's 
awfully important. 
He went on to complain about the way presidents are 
picked in this state. Especially the fact that instead 
of looking close to home, search committees tend to look 
around the world in order to get a candidate with no 
political connections. He felt that in this state one 
needs to know political reality to be successful. "This 
nonsense that attends the scene that someone who has 
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been in public life, he or she, who has been close to 
public life, he or she is not fit to govern a college or 
university. It boggles my mind.” 
Community was concerned about the structure of 
public higher education in the Commonwealth. He felt 
that too many colleges were attempting to do the same 
thing and that what the state needed was more diversity 
in program offerings. 
Community was involved in passing some important 
educational legislation in the state and I wanted to get 
his feeling on why it was needed. I asked Community if 
he felt that the Willis-Harrington Act, which led to the 
reorganization of public higher education in the state, 
saved the state colleges from going out of existence. He 
said he thought it had but put it in a broader sense: 
I think Willis-Harrington was a genuine 
response to the baby-boom that hit in the 50s' 
and was a reality in the 60s'of how we were to 
provide mass educational opportunity to 
hundreds of thousands of people that never 
had it before... Willis-Harrington tried to 
put together a mission, a philosophy, a 
statement, a commitment of where we were going 
as a Commonwealth... Part of the backdrop 
you have to remember is that public higher 
education was not only a second class citizen 
but a fifth class citizen in Massachusetts. 
Often times, the conventional wisdom was that 
whatever higher education needs that were set 
could be met by the private educational 
sector. 
I asked Community if he felt that the state 
colleges were at a disadvantage because they lacked 
fulltime lobbyists like AICUM. He said that they were at 
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a disadvantage. Community gave examples of development 
offices at local private colleges that had 10 to 20 
people working to raise funds. In essence, they were 
lobbyists. He believed that the public colleges needed 
to increase their role in lobbying. 
Now, the place we get 60 or 70% of our 
money is the state house. For us not to have 
people there is completely wrong... So the 
same way they asked Willie Horton [sic] why 
he robbed banks, he said that's where the 
money is and the question is, are we spending 
as much time at the place where the money is? 
No we are not. 
I asked Community if he felt that the State College 
Council of Presidents had any influence on education 
policy at the state level. He said that he hoped they 
did but alluded to the scandals that have rocked the 
colleges for the past three years. "There is a 
credibility gap in the performance of the chief 
executive officer and if he is getting in trouble what 
are we not seeing below the surface of him." Community 
placed some of the blame on the Chancellor of Higher 
Education. "I think that was fostered by having an out- 
of-state basically inexperienced Chancellor at the Board 
of Regents who was more interested in his own agenda." 
Similar to the response of Politician, we have criticism 
of getting educational leaders from out of state. 
Community was also critical of the Board of Regents 
who, in his estimation, was not serving the best 
interests of higher education. He said that they needed 
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to "become advocates for higher education". The Board, 
he said, needs to establish policies that recognise 
educational needs and develop standards for evaluating 
institutional effectiveness. 
I continued the interview by asking Community if a 
college president needed to be more of an academician or 
politician to survive in Massachusetts. He said: 
Well, I would rephrase your question. Do 
academics make good college presidents in 
public institutions and my answer is no. I 
think that people with a financial 
background, people with a political 
background, are part of it. I always laugh 
partially because we are all shaped by our own 
experience. I certainly would say this, that 
anyone who is a college president and says 
they are an academician not a politician is a 
poor college president. 
When I asked University if Willis-Harrington saved 
the state colleges his reply quickly changed to the 
political arena and its effect on higher education. 
Yeh. But you know — saved them from 
what? I think the trouble with this state is 
that every damn thing it does is political. 
It's the only state I've ever seen — Yes, 
there is politics associated with other 
states and what they do but this state really 
is the worst. Anything you do has to have a 
political payoff or political rationale, and 
that is what happened to public higher 
education. 
I asked if the idea of centers of excellence that 
the Dukakis Administration was touting during its first 
term had any merit as a design for public higher educa¬ 
tion. He told me it was in his estimation purely a 
political exercise. When I asked if ULowell and SMU were 
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attempts of this type of design he said no. He believed 
that Lowell just gravitated toward technological studies 
by plan or design. In regards to SMU he had other 
thoughts. "SMU was Mary Fonseca's political prize. She 
was the only woman senator so they gave her a school." I 
asked if it was purely political and he said, "Yes. It's 
sort of a dinosaur. It was put in for all the wrong 
reasons. Just one word or look at public higher 
education and the rational for the existence, SMU has 
none. It doesn't have any quality." 
Since we were on the topic of politics, I asked 
University if the state colleges were hurt when the 
legislature dissolved the State College Board of 
Trustees. University said, "Yes. In fact it's con¬ 
fusing as all hell because there is no coordination. 
You can't have coordination when you have individual 
boards." I wondered what he thought the role of the 
Board of Regents was given this answer, so I asked him 
if he thought the Board was representing the interests 
of higher education. University replied, "No. But I 
don't blame them." I asked if it was because they never 
received the authority they were supposed to have and he 
said: 
No. It was Mike Dukakis who appointed a 
Board of Regents without a rationale. He 
never said what they were supposed to do. He 
always told them what they couldn't do. You 
have a confused, frustrated, impotent Board of 
Regents like Dukakis. If you go to Texas, when 
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the Governor turns around and decides he's 
going to poke at the Board of Regents, he can 
get his ass torn off. 
I posed the same question to University that I had 
to the others in relation to the effectiveness of the 
Council of Presidents on higher education policy 
decisions. His response was quite different when I asked 
if they were effective. 
No. First of all, they are as naive as 
hell. They are the most naive group of 
people I have ever been with. I don't think 
that the calibur of presidents that the state 
colleges has been bringing in, in the last 
decade or so, have reflected well on the 
Council of Presidents. They are very nice 
people but there is not a scholar among them. 
If you have to lift a college or university 
up, you have to have something that has your 
own halo. I never heard of any of these 
people... If we are going to do anything in 
public higher education, then the presidents 
of the individual colleges or chancellor of 
the individual colleges has to be a person who 
has a strong academic record. They have 
already earned their badges. 
In summary, the private sector seems to be the most 
organized group in higher education when it comes to 
lobbying efforts on the state legislature. This is 
probably why they have been so successful at increasing 
the scholarship fund. Both sectors public and private 
feel lobbying is important and view each others role as 
quite different. University and Community have a notable 
amount of suspicion as to how much lobbying the private 
sector is doing. Private says that the independent 
sector will continue to lobby the legislature for its 
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own interests. In relation to the state colleges, there 
is no doubt that more lobbying would be beneficial to 
enhance both their reputation and appropriations. 
All agree that the present structure of public 
higher education in the Commonwealth is ineffectual. 
The Regents is portrayed as a confused bunch of people 
who don't know what they are doing. If this is the case, 
the state colleges cannot rely on them for the support 
they need to improve their condition. 
Every person interviewed believed that the state 
colleges had been damaged by the recent scandals of many 
of their chief executive officers. All but University 
believed that, in Massachusetts, a college president 
needed to be stronger as a politician than as an 
academician. University believed that the state college 
presidents generally were not strong leaders and 
attributed that to a lack of academic achievement. Both 
views are critical because as Private said, an 
institution takes its strength from its chief executive 
officer. With this in mind, one can see that in recent 
years the performance of state college presidents has 
hurt the institutions by eroding support and credibility 
at governmental and public levels in the state. 
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E. Private Higher Education 
In this area I wanted to learn how those 
interviewed perceived the role of private higher 
education. As was seen in previous chapters, private 
higher education has had a dramatic influence on the 
growth of public higher education in Massachusetts. 
Given the large number of private institutions in the 
state, their influence will have an impact on the future 
of the state colleges as the cost of higher education 
continues to rise. 
I asked Politician if he thought the private sector 
had any influence on public higher education policy. He 
said: 
I think they have a role. I've always 
been dismayed that the relationship between 
the private and independent sector, as it is 
sometimes called, and public higher education 
— I think clearly independent higher 
education has a lot to offer to be able to 
help the public sector but my feeling is that 
most of the time the independent sector does 
not want to help public higher education. And 
conversely, I think public higher education, 
instead of looking at the independent sector 
as someone who can help, looks upon them 
always as a threat and as an enemy... I 
sometimes feel both areas are kind of 
interested about taking the warm bodies from 
the other camp. 
I was a little surprised that Politician felt that 
both groups could benefit from each other. As a fighter 
for public education, he might have been more critical 
of the private sector's role. I continued by asking if 
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Politician felt that the private sector had a strong 
relationship with the legislature. He said, "They have 
been very successful, up until this year, in building 
the scholarship program. Most of the money goes to the 
independent sector so to that degree they've been very 
successful." 
When I asked Politician how much influence the 
independent sector would have on the future of public 
higher education he said it would depend on the strength 
of the public sector. 
I think that depends in large measure on 
how we come out of this fiscal crisis which I 
think is quickly developing into a financial 
crisis. If we can't solve our problems and if 
we slowly sink, we and the Commonwealth slowly 
sink into a long range recession, there is 
obviously going to be great harm done to 
public education. Ironically, I think that the 
private sector will look upon a weakened 
public sector and no longer think upon them 
as a threat. So in one sense they will move 
away and won't be battling them. But they 
won't be battling them because they will be 
mortally wounded. 
I asked Community a similar question on the role 
private higher education plays in public higher educa¬ 
tion policy and got a similar response. He said: 
Well, at various times during my career, 
I thought private higher education had too 
much of a role. And yes, I think it has some 
role. I do think that some of the appointments 
to the UMass Board certainly can be looked at 
as clear conflicts of interest with private 
higher education establishments ... I think at 
various times the private educational 
establishment has been concerned, worried or 
outright hostile to public college expansion. 
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When I asked what the concerns of private higher 
education might be. Community told me that it depended 
on which segment of private higher education we were 
talking about. He believed that there were two 
divisions. One being the top flight schools like 
Harvard, MIT, Amherst, Smith, etc. The other included 
schools like Northeastern, BU, and AIC, etc. This second 
tier is more concerned with the public sector because 
it is more of a threat. This group is concerned about 
enrollment and the expansion of UMass especially. He 
pointed out that, "They have dramatically outfoxed the 
public institutions by taking a sleepy little 
scholarship fund of about 10 or 12 million and putting 
it up to about 85 or 90 million within a three or four 
year period." 
University believed that the private sector had a 
great deal of influence over public higher education 
policy. He inferred that their influence is exercised 
very discreetly. University went on to say, "I'd say 
that the most powerful lobby you have to fight in Boston 
is privates (AICUM) and individuals because they are 
very very powerful. They don't make headlines, but 
everytime you get up there and try to do something , 
that's where you'll bump into those guys." 
University went on to say that they were well 
organized. When asked what the relationship was between 
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the Regents and the independents he gave a similar 
response. "You'll never see it. It's there but you won't 
see it." I asked if he could give me an example of their 
influence and he pointed out recent education budget 
cuts as an example. Funds for public higher education 
were drastically cut in the last two years. One area 
until just recently wasn't touched and that was the 
scholarship fund. "Look, 84 million dollars in the 
scholarship fund never got cut. And when Frank Jennifer 
started talking about taking some out of there, those 
folks were ringing his horn. You notice he didn't say 
anything about that until he was going down the road to 
Howard." 
I asked Private similar questions. First, I wanted 
to get Private's perception on the condition of private 
higher education in the Commonwealth. He responded by 
saying "Fragile." I asked if he could elaborate and he 
said he could. 
We have a wide array of institutions, but 
only two of our members are less than fifty 
years old. I take it as an axiom of life. An 
institution which has solved the problem of 
next month's payroll for fifty years is very 
likely to solve it for next year. That doesn't 
mean that these institutions, all of them, 
are going to come out in the year 2000 of the 
crisis of the nineties, in the same and size 
that they enter. I anticipate that almost all 
will survive. Survival behavior may not be 
very pretty, but I think all of them there is 
reason to believe that most of them are 
reasonable candidates for survival. 
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I asked Private what the future concerns of the 
private sector might be. He gave me four. One was the 
problem of demographics. The second was to solve the 
problem of diminishing qualified faculty. Another was 
the cost of housing and, lastly, the marketing problem 
concerning the price of private higher education. He 
didn't see prices falling in either sector. 
When I asked if the private sector was afraid of 
the public sector Private replied, "I don't know, 
afraid, no. I don't think they are afraid. I think what 
they object to is the subsidy. The average state college 
tuition is $1,100 or something like that." This was also 
one of the areas he was concerned about when he spoke on 
issues of funding higher education. 
Lastly, I asked Private what influence private 
higher education might have in relation to the future of 
higher education in the Commonwealth. He responded this 
way: 
Well, we certainly intend to be 
participants in the discussion about how the 
whole system is financed. We like to think of 
higher education as a system in which there 
are two sectors and the state requires both. 
We believe there is a more rational way to go 
at the financing of it. We are not interested 
in the system in which we read in the Globe 
what the Regents want to do to us. We don't 
strike ourselves as powerful, however, we 
strike others. We will work hard to assure 
that we are at that table when those 
discussions take place. 
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There is certainly no doubt that there is a great 
deal of mistrust among the two groups public and 
private. The public sector sees the private colleges 
role as that of a serpent quietly stalking its prey. 
The privates view the public colleges as hostile and 
unrealistic in their view of higher education funding. 
What does this mean for the state colleges? Perhaps the 
answer lies in the fact that as long as the two sides 
are at odds with each other, resources are going to have 
to be spent to keep up the fight. These are resources 
that could be put to better use rebuilding the state 
colleges. If the battle is lost on the other hand, the 
state colleges might not have to worry about rebuilding 
because they may find themselves out of existence. It 
may be safer for the state colleges if the two sides 
stay at odds, which, in reality, looks to be the case 
for the forseeable future. 
In summary, the information gained from the 
interviews shows a number of factors that would lead one 
to believe that the state colleges are very vulnerable 
to attack and criticism. First, higher education in 
general in the Commonwealth does not seem to have a 
coordinated mission. Both segments, public and private, 
have a degree of mistrust towards each other. Also, the 
public sector of higher education lacks effective 
leadership from the Chancellor and Board of Regents. 
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This has caused division among individual segments and a 
lack of a unified mission which could be used to fight 
for more funding from the legislature. The legislature 
for its part, and recently even the executive branch of 
Massachusetts government, has taken a deaf ear to the 
needs of education. The hierarchy for support seems to 
flow from UMass Amherst to the other regional univer¬ 
sities and then to the community colleges. The state 
colleges are supported the least by the legislature. 
What has caused this lack of interest from the 
legislature one might ask? From the interviews it 
becomes apparent that very few can identify the mission 
of the state colleges. There seems to be evidence that 
many in education, political circles, and in the general 
population still view the colleges as primarily teacher 
training institutions. This is a mission some feel they 
should have stayed with, because it was separate and 
distinct from that of other segments of public higher 
education in the state. 
Given the other segments of public higher educa¬ 
tion, and the large independent sector, there is also a 
question as to what the role of the colleges might be. 
Perceptions about their role varied greatly. One person 
was confused as to the colleges' role, while another 
thought the colleges should specialize. Another person 
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thought that the colleges could be more effective if 
their number was reduced. 
In regard to funding, again the state colleges seem 
to fare the worst. This is in great measure due to their 
lack of defining their mission and role within the 
state. Given the inferred support from the legisla¬ 
ture, Regents, and public in general for the univer¬ 
sities and community colleges, future financial support 
for the state colleges seems to be in question. The 
economic condition of the state may in fact cause 
leaders to reassess the need for the colleges. 
Leadership at the colleges, and the lack thereof, 
over the past ten years plays an important role in the 
perception of the colleges. Due to the scandals at many 
campuses involving the president, many in state 
government and the Regents view the colleges as an 
embarrassment, overlooking whatever positive things they 
may be doing. 
Lastly, this state has probably the largest and 
most prestigious group of private colleges in the 
nation. The Association of Independent Colleges in 
Massachusetts is highly organized and influential in 
both business and political circles in the state. As 
endowments dry up and costs rise, this group will become 
more insistant for a larger piece of the state higher 
education budget. This, in itself, will cause the state 
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to examine where costs can be eliminated. Low man on the 
totem pole may lose the battle. These interviews show 
that the state colleges are at the bottom of the pole. 
Adding up these facts, and others within this 
chapter, the state colleges seem to be in great jeop¬ 
ardy. The state colleges will need to wake up soon. They 
must recognize their weaknesses and work very hard to 
change their image if they are to continue to be viable 




THE FUTURE OF THE MASSACHUSETTS STATE COLLEGES 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
A. Conclusions 
The dissertation shows that the Massachusetts State 
Colleges are politically and organizationally the weak¬ 
est segment of public higher education in Massachusetts. 
Given the premise that in a period of declining 
resources the weakest dependent organizations are the 
most vulnerable, the future of the Massachusetts State 
Colleges is extremely questionable. 
From their inception in 1838, the colleges have had 
to continuously fight for recognition within the Common¬ 
wealth. In the beginning, it was the tension between 
those who favored private academies and home rule versus 
state supported institutions that influenced the 
development of the schools. 
The normal schools were founded for the specific 
mission of educating people to teach the youth of the 
state. It was the early success of the schools in 
providing a solution to the problem of training quali¬ 
fied teachers that allowed the schools to continue to 
operate. The mission, written by the legislature, did 
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not allow the normal schools to develop programs in 
other areas. Given the criticism of the day, this aided 
them in their effort for self preservation. Even with 
meager public and fiscal support, the schools prospered 
and became models for others throughout the country. 
This was in large measure due to the efforts of men such 
as Horace Mann, Charles Ticknor, and James Carter. As 
the normal schools gained popularity, and their grad¬ 
uates took their places in the state's workforce, the 
wealthy and those in industry and private higher 
education started to increase their influence on the 
schools' development. 
Private higher education, especially Harvard, was 
against any growth in the number of institutions of 
higher education in the state. If the Protestant elite 
wanted to continue to control the development of the 
state, the best way to accomplish this was to limit 
access to education. Those early institutions such as 
Williams and Amherst were only established after Harvard 
gave its approval. 
The wealthy saw the need to train the increasingly 
large immigrant population in primary skills such as 
reading, writing, arithmetic, and vocational/manual arts 
subjects. These were the skills needed by those working 
in the textile mills and other industries of the state. 
With this in mind, the wealthy pressured the legislature 
170 
to limit programs at the normal schools to those that 
would help workers increase productivity in the mills 
but keep them from becoming a threat to the power 
structure in the state. The legislature, in turn, kept 
funding of the normal schools at a level that barely 
kept them operating from year to year. 
While the Massachusetts Normal Schools' development 
was stymied, the development of normal schools based on 
the Massachusetts model in other states prospered. 
These schools did not have to compete with an estab¬ 
lished, elite, private higher education system. In many 
instances, normal schools in other states were the first 
institutions of their kind and as such gained the 
immediate support of the entire population. Since the 
hierarchy of power was less defined in newer states, the 
schools had the necessary support to expand program 
offerings and grew much faster than those in Massachu¬ 
setts. 
The legislature, sensing a growing interest in the 
normal schools and a continuing need for teachers, 
expanded the number of institutions to ten by the 
beginning of the twentieth century. One has to be 
suspicious of the reasoning and motives of legislators 
however, when one examines the history of the schools. 
The establishment of newer schools seemed to be centered 
around political gain rather than sound educational 
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policy. This is best illustrated by reading the reports 
of the Board of Education for the first seventy-five 
years of the schools' existence. Throughout the reports, 
year after year, the Board pleaded with the legislature 
to increase funding to the schools. Increased funding 
was requested for both operating costs and program 
development. The legislature repeatedly ignored the 
Board's requests. 
In reality, it was the legislature that expanded 
the number of normal schools in the state to ten. The 
Board of Education opposed the creation of additional 
schools not because they were not needed, but because 
the legislature had failed to properly fund the schools 
that were already in operation. The number was increased 
because many in the legislature believed that the 
establishment of any type of educational institution 
would bring prestige to their district. Even today, many 
informed observers believe this is a notion that enters 
into the selection of sites for public higher education 
institutions in the state. 
As the normal schools entered the twentieth 
century, pressures both from within the colleges and 
from the state bureaucracy started to change the 
character of the schools. The schools were being 
transformed into liberal arts colleges with an emphasis 
on teaching. While a number of secretaries and later 
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commissioners of education tried to stem the evolution 
of the institutions, the expanded mission that allowed 
for the training of high school teachers permanently 
changed the academic character of the colleges. The 
colleges, out of necessity, had created academic 
departments to bolster the poor entry level skills of 
entering students. As these departments gained strength, 
the faculty started to demand more recognition of their 
role within the academic character of the colleges. The 
need for high school teachers after WWII in science, 
math, and other technical areas coupled with tremendous 
increases in levels of knowledge forced the Board of 
Education and the legislature to recognize the colleges 
as bonafide institutions of higher education. 
At the same time, interest in the University of 
Massachusetts gained momentum. What once was the 
Massachusetts Agricultural College had expanded to 
university status. The University, as a result of the 
Morrill Land Grant Act and legislative support, had 
expanded both academic programs and physical plant. The 
need to educate returning veterans and the threat of the 
cold war suddenly thrust the University into the 
position as the premier institution of public higher 
education in the Commonwealth. 
The growth of the University of Massachusetts and 
interest in its development by both business and 
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political leaders negatively impacted on the state 
colleges in many ways. While in the past, the colleges 
had to compete with a growing, powerful, private segment 
of higher education, they now had to compete with a 
public university as well. The colleges not only 
competed with the university for funds, but also for 
students entering the field of teaching. The training of 
teachers led to the forming of an education department 
at the university that grew into a school of education 
in 1956. This school continued to grow and gain national 
recognition during the 1970s. Matters became even worse 
as the community colleges and two additional 
universities were added to the public higher education 
system. 
During the period from 1930 to 1970, numerous 
legislative commissions were established to study the 
role and need for the teachers colleges. In each case, 
reports showed that the schools lacked proper funding, 
facilities, and educational materials. The colleges' 
saving grace was that there continued to be a need for 
teachers in the Commonwealth. Given other priorities at 
the University of Massachusetts and a continued lack of 
interest on the part of private higher education to 
train teachers, the only alternative was to keep the 
teachers colleges open since this continued to be their 
primary mission. 
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As the need for teachers dwindled in the 1970s, 
there were calls from some influential members of state 
government to further reorganize public higher 
education. Much debate centered around the need for so 
many teachers colleges given the increasing number of 
students entering other fields of study. If a decline in 
the teacher job market was not enough for the state 
colleges to contend with during the early seventies, the 
state faced a fiscal crisis which added additional 
pressure. Rather than receiving increased appropria¬ 
tions that would have allowed the colleges to regroup 
and establish new fields of study, the colleges were 
asked to reduce spending. Interest and support again 
were given to the community colleges and universities in 
regard to capital, academic, and fiscal support. 
It is ironic that during this uncertain fiscal 
period, those in power saw fit to close Boston State 
College and open a new branch campus and medical school 
as part of the University of Massachusetts. If this was 
not enough, the legislature also merged Lowell State 
College and Lowell Technical Institute to form the 
University of Lowell. Given the impact of this type of 
growth on even a stable state budget, one has to imagine 
what was going through the minds of state government and 
educational leaders. To further add to the fiscal 
demands of the education budget, the legislature 
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established Southeastern Massachusetts University for, 
as many state leaders would agree, primarily political 
reasons. 
With the reorganization of the Department of 
Education in the seventies came the centralization of 
educational power in one Board of Regents. This Board 
was to have broad based power over public higher 
education in the Commonwealth and was to administer 
equitably to all segments of the system. This was not to 
be the case however, because the state legislature 
failed to give up direct control of funding. What really 
happened was that the reorganization eliminated the only 
Boston based support for the state colleges: the 
Massachusetts State College Board of Trustees. 
During the eighties, the state colleges continued 
to survive due to the tenacity and strength of many of 
their college presidents. As a result of the reorgan¬ 
ization of public higher education, which eliminated the 
State College Board of Trustees, these individuals 
became the primary voice for the state colleges. The 
colleges were fighting to survive in light of gains made 
by the three universities and community colleges in the 
state in regards to funding and capital expenditures. 
The private sector of higher education has been the 
most successful in gaining support from the legislature 
during the last decade. Through a well conceived plan, 
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the private sector has lobbied state government to 
substantially increase the amount of scholarship aid 
available to students wishing to attend private 
institutions in the state. Many public higher education 
leaders believe that this has hurt the funding of public 
higher education. Most of the leaders interviewed as 
part of this study agree that the private sector of 
higher education in this state is very powerful and 
continues to influence the course of higher education in 
a quiet, efficient manner. The two most effective higher 
education lobbying groups in the state during the last 
decade have been the private sector and the University 
of Massachusetts. 
Given the present fiscal crisis in the Common- 
wealth, the lack of support for public education in 
general, the declining student population and the lack 
of effective educational leadership at the state level, 
the Massachusetts State Colleges enter the 1990s in a 
precarious position. Recent scandals involving top 
administrators and complacency on many state college 
campuses have continued to erode the colleges' credibil¬ 
ity. While individually some of the colleges are 
respected for their educational programs, as a system, 
the colleges have lost the prestige and public image 
that during their first one hundred years of existence, 
they could rely on to help fight the battles on Beacon 
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Hill. They have become politically and in some ways 
educationally the weakest segment of the Massachusetts 
higher education system. 
B. Recommendations 
The colleges in large measure can do much to 
determine their own destiny. The first and primary goal 
of the colleges should be to regain the respect and 
admiration of those in state government and the citizens 
of the state in general. To accomplish this task, the 
colleges must act soon to recommend a plan for public 
higher education in the Commonwealth that will again 
carve out a niche that they can call their own. For over 
one hundred years, the legislature has grappled with not 
only the future of the state colleges, but with all of 
education in general. Collectively, the colleges along 
with representatives from the other segments of public 
higher education must work as a team to create a system 
that can be defended and again serve as a model for 
public higher education throughout the country. 
The first step in the plan is to define a mission 
for the entire system of public higher education. This 
must be done with the knowledge that Massachusetts is 
rich in the number of prestigious private higher 
education institutions. It is therefore necessary that 
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the private institutions must be consulted in the design 
of the overall plan. One must remember that these 
institutions, while educating a great number, also 
contribute in many ways to the economic stability of the 
state. While some of the smaller institutions may not 
survive for a number of reasons, the reality is that 
institutions such as Harvard, Amherst, Williams and MIT 
have stood the test of time and will continue to do so. 
It seems obvious that the community colleges have 
found a mission that satisfies a need for particular 
types of educational programs in the state. As 
technology advances and the population of the state 
ages, these colleges will continue to attract students 
who want to upgrade their skills, take a special 
interest course, or receive an associates degree in a 
particular discipline. The colleges should maintain 
programs that allow students the opportunity to continue 
their education at four year institutions, but they need 
to be reminded that this was not to be their primary 
mission. Finally, in any system of education one must 
look at the needs of the population it is serving. In 
this regard, a critical and realistic look needs to be 
made in relation to the number of community colleges. If 
the number is too high reduce it. Whatever the number, 
the campuses must be equitably arranged so the largest 
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possible population can be served as conveniently as 
possible. 
There seems to be no question that the University 
of Massachusetts will continue to be the premier insti¬ 
tution of public higher education in the state. To 
become competitive with other state universities, some 
have said that an initial appropriation of 500 million 
dollars is necessary. If this is the case, the Univer¬ 
sity must look at its mission to determine what its 
future will be. Perhaps the University should look more 
closely at becoming the best research and graduate 
institution of its kind rather while still maintaining 
quality programs in undergraduate studies. This course 
would allow the University to develop to its full 
potential. Perhaps there are smaller departments or 
programs that could be shifted to the state colleges. If 
the University were to go in this direction is there a 
need for an additional campus in Boston? What population 
can be served in this area in relation to graduate 
education? Perhaps a state college would be a better 
alternative if the need is primarily in undergraduate 
studies.(16) On the other hand, if the needs of the 
greater Boston area can be served by the large number of 
private institutions within its boundary, so be it. 
When looking at the University of Massachusetts, 
one must also examine the need and role of the other two 
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publicly supported universities in the state. Does the 
state need three public universities? If in fact 
politics dictated their existence over educational need, 
then the time has come to face the truth. Perhaps there 
is a need for three. Perhaps there is a need for only 
two or one. Whatever the final number, politics, while a 
factor, must not be the deciding factor if the state is 
to develop a system of higher education that is sound in 
design and mission. This can only be accomplished by 
re-educating legislative and business leaders. The 
responsibility for this rests on the shoulders of 
educational leaders who first must overcome their own 
differences. 
Once the mission and design of the community 
colleges and universities is determined, then and only 
then, can the need for state colleges and their mission 
be determined. If the university or universities limit 
their mission to primarily research and graduate educa¬ 
tion, and the community colleges continue their present 
mission, the role of the state colleges becomes clear. 
The state colleges would provide the public alternative 
to private undergraduate education in Massachusetts. 
Even before one speaks of the mission of the state 
colleges, one must first address the question of the 
number of state colleges and what type of organi¬ 
zational structure they would have. When one examines 
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the history of the founding of these institutions, one 
sees a similar pattern of establishment based around 
political gain rather than sound educational policy. 
Due to the tremendous expenditure the state has made in 
developing present physical plants, it will be difficult 
to determine which campuses if any should be closed. 
Also it will be difficult to close campuses because each 
campus has become an integral part of its surrounding 
economy. When one looks at this question in relation to 
the entire system and present demographics, the harsh 
reality is that some may need to be closed. 
A primary question that must be addressed in 
relation to the number of campuses is the question of 
funding. As we have seen, the state has rarely provided 
full support to the state colleges during their 150 
years of existence. If they are to survive and take on 
the role of quality undergraduate institutions, they 
must have proper funding. For this to happen, the state 
legislature must stop acting like a school committee and 
allow the Board of Regents to do its job. If the Regents 
is to do its job effectively, then the state must commit 
to providing necessary funds in order to support quality 
education. It is ironic that the state that fostered 
public education over 150 years ago is the state that 
supports it the least today. 
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Given the information in this dissertation, it is 
recommended that the state colleges as a group offer the 
following structure for public higher education in the 
Commonwealth. The University of Massachusetts and the 
University of Lowell would merge to become the state's 
premier graduate research university. Undergraduate 
programs under this plan should be evaluated to see if 
smaller programs could be relocated to the state 
colleges allowing for more emphasis to be placed on 
major programs, graduate study, and research. If the 
state is moving toward a reduction in the duplication of 
programs, and more toward centers of excellence, this 
seems to make sense. As a result, the university would 
have a Western campus, a medical school, and an Eastern 
campus. Under this plan, the UMass Boston campus would 
be closed as well as Southeastern Massachusetts 
University. 
In relation to the state colleges, Worcester and 
Fitchburg would be closed. The Worcester campus could 
provide additional space for allied areas of study for 
the UMass Medical School. This School is in need of 
additional space and utilizing this plant would save the 
state a considerable amount of money. To meet the needs 
of students in this geographical area of the state, 
Wachusett Community College, which boasts a new plant 
and plenty of additional acreage for expansion, could be 
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converted into a state college. Wachusett is approxi¬ 
mately equidistant from Fitchburg and Worcester and as 
such, could provide for the needs of students in this 
area. SMU should close as a university and be merged 
with the Maritime Academy to form one state college. A 
study should also be made to determine if the Mass. 
College of Art and Framingham State College should be 
merged and relocated at the UMass Boston Campus as an 
urban state college. If there is a need for an 
institution in this area and it is determined that 
programs at both institutions are viable and necessary 
to meet the needs of students in this region of the 
state, it only makes sense to relocate both to a 
virtually new campus with facilities that have never 
been put to use in regard to their full potential. 
Given the problems the state colleges have faced 
over their history, the colleges must address in their 
recommendations a different type of governance plan. 
This plan must incorporate a well defined mission 
without duplication that can be developed and defended. 
The colleges should lobby for the establishment of a 
separate state university, separate and distinct from 
the University of Massachusetts, that will encompass the 
remaining six or seven state colleges after mergers have 
taken place. The primary mission of this university 
should be to provide quality programs of study at the 
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undergraduate level, to meet the changing needs of the 
citizens of the Commonwealth. The hierarchy could 
include a chancellor and executive council comprised of 
individual college presidents and a single separate 
board of trustees that would report to the State Board 
of Regents. By unifying the campuses under one name and 
governance structure, standards and programs could be 
better managed. 
This recommendation would hopefully give the new 
university the flexibility to design not only programs 
in the liberal arts and sciences but also in vocational 
areas as well. Given this type of structure, the state 
university should revisit the centers of excellence 
proposal of the seventies. Each campus should be given a 
number of areas within the university that will be 
unique to that campus. These areas would receive the 
most attention with other departments structured to be 
in a supportive role. Given this design, and the large 
number of undeclared students entering college, faculty 
representatives could meet as a unified body to design 
program content and curruculum. This would provide 
avenues for students to transfer to the appropriate 
institution when their career choices are determined. 
While limiting duplication, this would allow for input 
from every campus on program design. 
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One example would be to centralize the study of 
marine and biological sciences and environmental science 
at the newly formed southeastern campus. Faculty who 
teach similar courses at other campuses would support 
the requirements of their particular campus but would 
have the ability to give imput in the overall design of 
the entire university program. Given this plan, there 
would be one Department of Biological Sciences for the 
university, etc. 
Whether these recommendations or others are 
implemented, the Massachusetts State Colleges' future 
success will rely on winning back the public trust which 
will necessitate a great degree of initial sacrifices. 
Gone is the time when individual campuses can only be 
concerned with their own individual programs. The 
economics and demographics of the state require a major 
change in thinking in regards to educational policy. 
The Massachusetts State Colleges must be willing to take 
the initiative and recommend a viable plan of change 
that will continue the traditions of the system, while 
providing for the present and future needs of the 
Commonwealth. If they are to have any say in their 
future destiny they must accept change and act soon. 
186 
ENDNOTES 
1. A grammar school was a school devoted to those 
grades between the primary grades and high school. 
2. A common school was an early term for what is 
termed an elementary school today. It basically covered 
grades below high school level. The term common was used 
because the school was intended for all people 
regardless of social class or national origin. 
3. A Normal School was originally a professional 
school, that prepared individuals to teach in the common 
schools. The school was to provide courses on the 
methods of teaching students in grades prior to high 
school. Originally, the schools were not designed or 
established to teach academic subject matter. As will be 
seen, the mission, length of term, and character of the 
school changed as it evolved. 
4. One must remember that most colleges were still 
quite small in the last half of the nineteenth century. 
For example. Harvard did not have its first class of one 
hundred students until 1860. Westfield Normal School was 
actually larger than Harvard at this time. In 1856, 
Westfield enrolled its first class of one hundred 
students. 
5. The Committee was established by the NEA as the 
movement to accredit high schools took hold in the 
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1870s. The Committee was comprised of Ten members and 
nine subcommittees of ten members each. Members included 
college presidents, private school headmasters, and high 
school principals. There was no representation from the 
normal schools on this Committee 
[Brown,1988,pp.104-105] . 
6. Peterson in his text outlines the change from a 
predominantly Protestant elitist controlled government, 
to one that was to be influenced more by the masses of 
immigrants that were entering the country during the 
late nineteenth century. 
The once inspired faith that God had 
created a chosen few to be served in heaven 
and to reign on earth, and that the history of 
this world, like that of the next, could be 
written adequately in terms of these few who 
possessed social significance had seemingly 
been refuted forever by nineteenth-century 
society. It was plain to anyone who cared to 
inquire in, say 1890, that the important 
American history was being writted in city 
streets, in the tenements, in the corporate 
board rooms, in Congress — everywhere but in 
the anterooms of culture: by the poor in their 
brawls with themselves and their employees, by 
ward bosses who hired saloons and men at 
fifteen cents a vote, by prostitutes of all 
tongues whose familiar trade reduced the shock 
of acculturation for immigrants, by 
diamond-studed men bidding to corner gold or 
sell the Erie Railroad — by everyone, in 
fact, but those who had always regarded 
themselves as the American elite. The young 
leaders of New England who saw this 
transformation still considered themselves by 
birth and training the guardians of 
conservatism, but condemned the church and 
college for keeping aloof from the masses 
[Peterson,p.151]. 
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7. The problem at that time is similar to the one 
being experienced by colleges and universities today. 
Should colleges be more than a training ground for big 
business? The continuing fear during the early 1900s was 
that the large immigrant population if educated would 
disrupt the status quo. As a result of the elites' 
concerns, the legislature in 1905 established the 
Commission on Industrial and Technical Education 
comprised of entirely businessmen. 
The Commission condemned public education 
as too 'literary in spirit, scope and 
methods,. The training available did not meet 
the immediate needs of 'modern industrial and 
social conditions'. They saw the chief culprit 
for that inadequacy as the Massachusetts Board 
of Education" [Brown,1988,p.116]. 
While vocational education does play an important 
role in educating individuals, it would seem that 
self-interest on the part of the elite of the state was 
at play to train workers and limit formal academic 
education to those private colleges they controlled. 
8. During this period, the Association of 
Independent Colleges and Universities in Massachusetts 
(AICUM) became very active as a lobbying group. Also, 
one should remember that the majority of those in the 
state legislature and executive branch were products of 
private not public higher education. 
9. In 1954, the University of Massachusetts 
received the largest budget in its history. Also over 
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the next four years, the University received an 
additional $26,239,000 for buildings alone 
[Cary,1962,p.191]. Politics plus a need to expand 
educational opportunities, gave the university and the 
private colleges the edge over the dilapidated state 
colleges. 
10. During this time, women were more actively 
pursuing careers that were predominantly male dominated 
such as business, science, and medicine. One could say 
that the womens movement and ERA also stimulated 
interest on the part of colleges and universities to 
re-examine program offerings. 
11. While this has allowed for the opportunity to 
develop new programs, it has put the colleges in a 
precarious position. While fulfilling the wishes of 
state college faculties, the new mission does not give 
the schools an identity. Teacher education was their 
identity, their reason for being. When this mission was 
changed, the state did not provide the necessary 
legislative or fiscal support for the colleges to build 
a strong new identity within the Massachusetts higher 
education system. This makes them vulnerable given the 
times we are in. 
12. It is well to note here that the other two 
segments of the Massachusetts public higher education 
system seem to be doing quite well. UMass has been 
190 
labeled as the "premier" institution among those 
institutions in the state system by the legislature. 
Lowell University also seems to have much support in the 
system as do the community colleges which seem to 
survive given their specific mission. The weakest 
element in the state system outside of the state 
colleges seems to be Southeastern Massachusetts 
University. More will be said on this subject in 
chapters four and five. 
13. As can be seen, the Board of Education compiled 
a detailed report outlining state expenditures in 
relation to the normal schools. 
As a matter of interest, there is here 
presented a table giving the various 
expenditures from year to year, since the 
foundation of the schools,—assigning to 
construction of buildings, the ordinary 
support of schools, and aid to students, their 
respective amounts, and showing what portion 
has been derived from the State, and what from 
individuals, towns and railroads. 
The table exhibits, not appropriations, 
but expenditures; if it is defective, it is 
in reference to the contributions from private 
sources; nor is any estimate made of donations 
of books and apparatus, nor of contributions 
by the students themselves:— 
Were the means at the disposal of the 
Board, it would not hesitate a moment largely 
to increase the libraries and apparatus at 
each of the schools. While there has been an 
advance in each of these particulars, a much 
greater one is still needed. The advance 
already secured is principally to be 
attributed to private munificence. The library 
at Salem, for example, has been increased the 
past year by 1,533 volumes, none of which have 
cost the State a dollar. The amount now 
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annually appropriated by the legislature for 
the support of the schools is $14,500. When it 
is considered that four schools are to be 
maintained, with four principals and twelve 
assistants to be paid, with the necessary 
expenditures for fuel, care of buildings, and 
the ordinary supplies for the school-room, it 
will be evident that only by special 
apropriations can there be secured an 
enlargement of the needed facilities for the 
wisest instruction. 
It appears from this table that the State 
has expended upon the Normal schools,— 
For 
Erection and Furnishing of Buildings,$28,318 80 
Support of Schools, . . . . 151,242911/2 
Aid to Students, . . . . 18,842 61 
Total, . . . $198,404 32 1/2 
While this amount may seem large, and while it 
redounds to the credit of the Commonwealth,—when 
compared with the expenditures of the State for 
reformatory, correctional and charitable purposes, 
it seems small. Thus there has been expended, in 
the period covered by the existence of the Normal 
schools, as collated from the various Auditors' 
Reports,— 
For the Blind,. $211,900 28 
" Deaf and Blind, . . . 138,799 63 
" Eye and Ear Infirmary, . . 67,500 00 
" School for Idiots, (11 years,) 83,375 00 
" Paupers and Alsmhouses, . . 2,812,012 64 
" State Prison, (16 years,) . . 374,197 26 
" Reform Schools, (13 years,). . 584,591 08 
It is by no means suggested that these 
latter appropriations are excessive. But while 
there has been annually spent, upon the Asylum 
for the Blind, an average of $10,000; upon the 
School for Idiots, $7,500; upon the State 
Prison, $23,300; upon the Reform Schools, 
$44,900; and upon State paupers and State 
almshouses, $133,900;—an average of $9,450 
can hardly be exorbitant in qualifying 
teachers for a work which, so far as 
successful, materially lessens the need for 
prisons, reform schools, and almshouses, as 
well as confer incalculable benefit upon the 
future citizens of the Commonwealth. It ought 
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also to be remembered that while these latter 
appropriations are a direct tax upon the 
people of the State, the expenditures for 
Normal Schoolsare derived entirely from the 
income of invested funds" [MBE,1861,pp.11-14]. 
14. It is ironic that after 150 years of existence, 
the argument used by the Board of Education in 1861 — 
an educated population results in a reduced need for 
welfare, prisons, etc., is again coming to the forefront 
as the present Legislature reduces aid to public higher 
education. This policy will deny access to those 
citizens of Massachusetts who desperately need education 
as a means to escape the welfare state. 
15. The Special Commission in its report, 
(House,No. 2324,March,1951), found that there was great 
"inequality of opportunity" at Massachusetts teacher 
training facilities. The report outlined many 
deficiencies in both classroom buildings and 
dormitories. 
The differences in plant facilities 
between Framingham, for example, and Westfield 
could only be believed by being seen... Plant 
facilities range from quite adequate 
institutions to some not worthy of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts... Both the 
Westfield and North Adams plants are in many 
ways obsolete and outmoded. They appear to be 
the 'foundlings' of the system. Practice 
schools in some of the teachers colleges are 
disgraceful and beyond belief... Living 
conditions in many teachers colleges are 
extremely poor, unattractive, unsafe and 
unsanitary. Conditions under which students 
live would not be permitted in any but state 
buildings... Decisions as to needs should be 
based upon the total over-all picture and not 
upon the political strength of each separate 
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institution's president and advisory committee 
or uopn the local legislature [Special 
Commission,1951,p.26]. 
16. It must be remembered, that one of the reasons 
Boston State College closed was because it had lost the 
respect of the legislature. Most of the facilities were 
poor and funding was low. This caused prospective 
students to look elsewhere for their education. One can 
only speculate what the result would have been if the 
state had given Boston State the funds used to build 
UMass-Boston or even half of that appropriation. Perhaps 
it would have become a vibrant, important state college 
for that area. 
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